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Current Topics. 


The Fate of Government Bills. 


Ir APPEARS, from Mr. AsQuitn’s recent statement in the 
House of Commons, that the Appellate Jurisdiction Bill is to be 
proceeded with during the present session, if practicable. The 
Copyright Bill, which passed the House of Commons in the 
previous part of the session, has now gone through the committee 
and report stages in the House of Lords, without, it is stated, 
receiving substantial alteration ; hence, it is tolerably certain that 
this Bill will be placed on the statute book this session. The 
Lunacy Bill is also to be passed. On the other hand, the 
County Courts Bill has been again abandoned, and it seems 
hardly likely that, during the next crowded session, time will be 
found for its consideration. 


Query: Any Successor to Mr. Justice Grantham ? 
It Is hardly necessary to remind our readers that the vacancy 
on the Bench of the High Court, occasioned by the death of Mr. 
Justice GRANTHAM is not very likely to be filled up. Section 1 (2) 
of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1910, provides that when- 
ever, after the Ist day of August, 1911, the whole number of 
puisne judges of the King’s Bench Division amounts to fifteen or 
upwards, @ vacancy occurring among them shall not be filled 
unless and until an address is presented from both Houses of 
Parliament, representing that the state of business in the King’s 
Bench Division requires that such vacancy should be filled. 
There are now sixteen puisne judges of that Division, and the 
Government will be slow to admit that the appointment of a new 
judge is required. 
The Late Sir George Lewis. 

THE DEATH of this eminent solicitor, on Thursday last, 
will come as a surprise to many of our readers. He was 
known to be ill, but immediate —— was not apprehended. It 
is not yet two years since he retired from practice, and although 
heis said to have kept no formal written notes or diaries, he, no 
doubt, on his retirement, destroyed everything which enshrined 
any record of his unique practice. He may be described as a 
necessary functionary in an age in which the freedom of 
manners prevailing among a certain section of the population 
inevitably led to serious entanglements and the prevalence of 
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blackmail. Although, in the eyes of the public, he was only the 
skil‘ul conductor of causes célébres in court, there can be little 
doubt that this was by no means the most important 
branch of his practice. We fancy he could have 
told of dozens of cases prevented by him from 
coming into court to one which he engineered in 
court. He was, as has been said before in these columns, 
universally trusted and employed as the pacificator of quarrels ; 
the suppressor from publie view of “society scandals”; the 
terror of blackmailers. The interesting question is as to the 
qualities which enabled him to obtain and retain this remarkable 
position. The answer, we imagine, is that he was a born 
negotiator—tactful, a ready reader of character, skilful in 
adapting means to ends, and not at all timorous as to his mode 
of treatment of rognes. He arranged his campaign in each of 
the cases he was called on to deal with much in the same way 
as a skilful general settles his dispositions, with an accurate 
knowledge of the idiosyncrasies and probable manceuvres of 
his opponents. And the opponent who could get the better of 
him had to be uncommonly wide awake. 


The Late Mr. Justice Grantham. 


THE D&ATH of Sir WILLIAM GRANTHAM, which we could 
only briefly notice last week, removes from the High Court 
Bench its most picturesque figure. The late judge belonged 
rather to the eighteenth than to the twentieth century. His 
robust figure, vubeand face, and jolly, affable manner, were 
those of the ‘typical country squire as he appears in the novels 
of FreLpING and JANE AUSTEN ; and with that unconscious 
striving after self-consistency which influences the conduct of 
many quite practical and sensible men, he kept up the character 
by riding to court in topboots and spurs every morning through 
the Lanes streets. It is interesting to remember that a 
similar idiosyncrasy marked the mid-Victorian premier, Lord 
PALMERSTON, who much resembled in character the late judge. 
Each was remarkable for a bluff, old-world manner, a reckless if 
somewhat commonplace wit, and an incorrigible tendency to 
commit * indiscretions” of word and deed. The indiscretions of 
the statesman led to his dismissal from the Foreign Office, and 
those of Mr. Justice GRANTHAM led to an adverse vote in the 
House of Commons. Lord PALMERSTON astonished the world 
by recovering his position and his reputation, and achieved the 
undisputed mastery of the political world for many years ; 
but no similar fortune attended the deceased judge. If the 
truth must be stated, it is that Mr. Justice GRANTHAM was 
essentially a politician, and a man of action, rather than a 
lawyer; he never understood legal principles, and, doubtless, 
in bis heart, rather despised as polents anyone who did, although 
his invariable courtesy prevented him from ever saying so. He 
was not a success on the Bench; but he had a sincere love of 
justice and fair play, he brought great energy to his work, and 
he was an admirable specimen of what is sometimes called “a fine 
old English gentleman.” 


A New Bankruptcy Bill. 


It 1s stated that the President of the Board of Trade has 
prepared a Bill to amend the law relating to bankruptcy, which 
will be introduced next session; and that this Bill follows the 
recommendations of the Departmental Committee appointed in 
1906 by Mr. Lioyp GrorGe, who was then President of the 
Board of Trade. By one of the clauses of this Bill it is proposed 
to be enacted that where a debtor is charged with offences, 
which by section 13 of the Debtors Act are punishable as mis- 
demeanours (including the obtaining of credit under false pre- 
tences or by means of any other fraud), the charge may be heard 
and determined by a court of summary jurisdiction. We think that 
this may possibly be a salutary amendment of the law. We 
occasionally read of cases in which the debtor, for the purpose 
of making presents, has purchased on credit jewellery to the 
value of several thousand pounds at « time when his income did 
not exceeed as many hundreds a year, and was wholly absorbed 
by his necessary expenditure. If such a debtor is sent for trial 
to the sessions he will, especially if he is young in years, 
probably escape punishment, for juries are disposed to take a 





merciful view of such cases. We have more confidence in the 
judgment of an experienced police magistrate. By section 1] 
(sub-section 15) of the Debtors Act, a debtor is guilty of a mis. 
demeanour if he, being a trader, pledges or disposes of, otherwis 
than in the ordinary way of his trade, property which he has 
obtained on credit and has not paid for (unless the jury is 
satisfied that he had no intent to defraud). The Bill proposes to 
extend this section to non-traders, and it also contains provisions 
the object of which is to enforce the keeping of proper books of 
account. But bankruptcy is a gloomy and intricate branch of the 
law, and is regarded with little favour by Parliament. Bankruptcy 
Bills have, since the passing of the Act of 1883, been again and 
again laid before the Legislature by the Executive Government, 
only to be passed over in favour of matters which are thought to 
be of more general interest. 


Agreements Not to be Performed Within a Year. 


AMONG THE agreements which are required, by section 4 of 
the Statute of Frauds, to be in writing, are agreements that are 
not to be performed within the space of one year from the making 
thereof. Twice recently has the construction of these words 
been before the Court of Appeal: in Lavalette v. Riches & Co, (52 
SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL, 279), and again in Hanau v. Ehrlich (1911, 
2 K. B. 1056) ; so that the meaning of an agreement “not to be 
performed within the year” is not so simple as it seems. The 
difficulty arises when the agreement will, in certain events, be per- 
formed within the year, and in other events will continue beyond 
the year ; and, as a rule, an agreement that can, by pos: ibility, be 
performed within the year is not within the statute. Thus, where, 
by way of compromise of logal proceedings, a husband verbally 
agreed to make his wife an allowance of £1 a week, and the wife 
brought an action to recover arrears, a plea of the statute was over- 
ruled. The actual continuance of the agreement was, in the first 
instance, indefinite, and it might have been determined by the 
wife’s death within a year: Macgregor v. Macgregor (21 Q. B. D. 
424). Lavelette v. Riches & Co. (supra) was another case of the same 
kind. Certain persons had been appointed agents for the sale 
of a patent article until the patent should be taken over 
by the company. This event might take place within a year, 
and the agreement, therefore, did not require to be in writing. 
Probably these decisions were responsible for the attempt in //anau 
v. Ehrlich (supra) to apply the same principle t> an agreement 
for a definite period exceeding one year, but liable to determina- 
tion by notice within the year; but this would have involved 
the overruling of recognized authorities. The agreement here is 
not, in the first instance, indefinite. A period is fixed for it of 
such a length as to bring the agreement within the statute ; and 
this being so, the fact that the agreement is defeasible by notice 
does’ not take it out of the statute : Birch v. Earl of Liverpool (9 
B. & C. 392, 395); Dobson v. Collis(1 H. & N. 81); Ex parte 
Acraman (31 L. J., Ch. 741). These cases, as Moutton, LJ, 
pointed out, may not be easy to reconcile with Macgregor V. 
Macgregor (supra), but in themselves they are perfectly clear, and 
can be treated as a special class of cases excepted from the more 
general class. Accordingly, the Court of Appeal adhered to 
them, and held that the agreement required to be in writing. 


Judge Rentoul and the Law Society. 

IT WILL be remembered that Judge RENTOUL, in the course 
of a case heard before him in October last, took «ccasiun 
observe that the Law Soviety should “look into” rumours which 
were “ flying persistently with regard to certain solici:ors carry: 
ing on practices of a kind very degrading to the profession. 
don’t think,” said the judge, “that the society investigate nearly 
as many cases for their own honour and the honour of the 
profession as they ought to do.” In commenting on this 
observation, we suggested that the Council of the Law Society 
should ask Mr. RENTOUL to state the exact nature of the 
rumours to which he alluded, and the evidence on which bis 
statement was based, and that the correspondence with him 
should be published, so as to counteract the impression produced 
by his observations. As will be seen from the correspondent? 
printed elsewhere, these suggestions have been carried into effect. 
The day after the report of the judge’s observations appearél 
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in the daily papers, the President of the Law Society addressed 
to him a temperate letter asking for information as to any 
malpractices by solicitors, and assuring him that if they were such 
as the society could take cognizance of, they would do so. 
Nine days afterwards, Mr. RENTOUL wrote at prodigious 
Jength and much vehemence to the President, saying, amon 

many other things, that he meant every word he uttere 

in regard to the Law Society and solicitors; stating that 
he did not think “he was required to play the detective 
officer to a profession to which he did not belong” ; and that he 
thought the Law Society had the duty of taking the initiative, 
and if they had not the power, they should get it. He did, 
however, refer to a case before him, in which serious allegations 
had been made by counsel against a solicitor, thus confirming the 
surmise, made in our previous observations, that the remarks 
about the Law Society, to which exception was taken, were based 
on the statements of counsel in the case before him. Not satisfied 
with this, however, Mr. RENTOUL subsequently returned to the 
charge, and gave the President a statement of three cases which 
had come before him during two days’ sittings, in which he con- 
sidered that either the remarks of a solicitor advocate made 
in cross-examination, or the circumstances of the case, disclosed 
matter calling for the attention of the Law Society, but said he 
could not “at present pronounce with certainty on one of them ; 
the evidence before him being altogether outside the character or 
conduct of any of the solicitors who were formally before him.” 


Thereupon the President naturally suggested an interview with | 


the judg, at which some more definite information might be 
obtained, and the judge might be made aware of the limitations 
imposed on the action of the Law Society ; but this could not be 
arranged. And so the matter somewhat unsatisfactorily stands. 


The Assignment of Administration Bonds. 


THE DECISION of Swinren Eapy, J., in Cope v. Bennett (1911, 
2 Ch. 488), seems to assume too readily that the practice of 
the court can be altered by arrangement between a judge and 
his subordinate officers. Section 83 of the Court of Probate Act, 
1857, prescribes the procedure for obtaining an assignment of an 
adt.inistration bond to a creditor who wishes to sue upon it. 
“The court may, on application made on motion or petition in a 
summary way, and on being satisfied that the condition of any 
such bond has been broken, order one of the registrars of the 
court to assign the same,” &c. The meaning of the word 
“court” in such a provision is well settled. Where an order is 
to be made by the court it must be made on application in open 
court ; where it is to be made by the “ court or a judge ” it may 
either be made in open court or by a judge at chambers (Re B., 
1892, 1 Ch. 459) ; and the jurisdiction at chambers can usually 
be exercised, in the first instance, by a subordinate officer. Hence 
it would seem that an application for assignment of a bond, 
under the above section, must be made in open court, and such 
was formerly the practice. But about 1890 the practice was 
changed. The application came to be made by summons before 
& registrar, and the order for assignment was made by bim. 
From a short note of Re Rees (Weekly Notes, 1896, p. 57), 
it appoars that this was recognized by Barnes, J. In 
the present case of Cope v. Bennett, an order for assignment 
of a bond had been made by a registrar, and upon the assignees 
suing on it, the objection was taken tbat the order was irregu- 
lar. A note on the practice was obtained from Mr. Registrar 
Harpy, who seems to have assumed that the judge could, as a 
matter of convenience, delegate his jurisdiction to the registrar. 
He pointed out that the Rule Committee had been acquainted 
with the present practice, and he argued that, inasmuch as 
the practice had not been interfered with, it had been sanc- 
tioned. But obviously the Rule Committee cannot influence 
practice except by making definite rules, and no satisfactory 
explanation has been given how the statutory direction that 
the application must be made to the court has come to be set 
aside. SwinFEN Eapy, J., not unnaturally, was disinclined to 
tell the Probate Division that its practice was — and he 
over-ruled the objection. In the particular case, very likely, no 
harm is done, but it is well for changes of practice to be made 
jm a regular manner. 








Sale of a Medical Practice. 


IN THE case of Corbin v. Stewart (Times, 1st December), Mr. 
Justice ScruTToN had two interesting points to decide. The 
widow of a deceased medical practitioner had purported to sell 
the goodwill of his practice on the usual terms; had taken the 
purchaser into the house from which her late husband had carried 
on tle practice, and bad furnishe1 him with introductions to the 
patients. It is material to note that the widow was not her husband’s 
administratrix, but that the house was her property. In the 
meantime, the purchaser attended the lady’s children during t*eir 
illnesses without any stipulation being made on that point. The 
vendor sued the purchaser for the agreed price (inter alia), and 
was met by a claim for rescission and a counter-claim for attend- 
ance on the children. The questions that arose were: first, 
could the widow, not being administratrix, make a valid sale of 
the goodwill ? and secondly, is there any professional custom which 
prevents a doctor from charging for attendance to the relatives 
of medical men? The first point turns on the nature of goodwill 
in tke case of a professional practice. In May v. Thomson 
(1882, 20 Ch. D. 705) Sir GEoRGE JESSEL expressly decided 
that, on the sale of a non-dispensing medical practice, what 
really happened ,was that the vendor, in consideration of a 
money payment, agreed to introduce the purchaser as his 
successor, for whose competency he vouched to his patients ; 
and such contract is not illegal as opposed to public policy. 
In Smale v. Graves (19 L. J. Ch. 157), it was hold that this 
right to the benefit of intrcductions in the case of a 
professional practice can be valued and passed as an asset 
to the official receiver in bankruptcy. It was argued 
in the present case, on the analogy of Smale v. Graves 
(supra), that the benefit of the introductions was an asset of 
the deceased which passed to his legal personal representative, 
and vested in the probate judge until administration was granted, 
so that the widow had no title to sell. This seems to us the true 
view, but Mr. Justice ScruTTON held that the widow, living in 
her own house and taking the successor as a lodger, could con- 
tract with her lodger to sell the introductions if she could induce 
him to give anything for them, and, therefore, he upheld the 
validity of the contract. He also held, on the second point, that 
there is a professional custom for doctors to treat the family of 
their confréres without charge, and that any doctor who intends 
to make a charge for such services must disclose the fact before 
he gives the attendance. If he is silent, they are entitled to 
assume that he is abiding by the custom, and is attending them 
gratuitously. 


Money Paid Under Mistake. 

IN THE case of Kerrison v. Glyn Mills & Co. (Times, December 
4th), the House of Lords unanimously reversed the equally 
unanimous decision cf a strong Court of Appeal (Lord Justices 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, MOULTON, and FARWELL). The case is 
interesting, as it settles a difficult question which frequently 
arises in commercial practice as to the exact position of bankers 
who receive payments in their character of agents for a customer. 
KERRISON, the plaintiff, paid £500 on the 31st of October, 1909, 
to the defendant bankers as agents of a New York firm, Messrs. 
KEISLER, who in their turn, were to advance this money for 
KERRISON, and by way of accommodation to another American 
firm. Now, on the 3lst of October, although neither KERRISON nor 
GLyn MuLLs were then aware cf it, Messrs. KEISLER bad, in fact, 
ceased to carry on business, and made a deed of arrangement 
with their creditors. It was contended, for the plaintiff, that be 
paid the money under a mistake of fact, inasmuch as (1) he did 
not know that Messrs. KEISLER wereinsolvent, and (2) they had, in 
fact, no capacity to take the money, since their agency terminated 
with their act of bankruptcy, and after that act they could no 
longer advance the money to the American borrowers as 
KERRISON’S agent. The Court of Appeal, however, took the 
view that a banker who receives money for a customer is in a 
different position from any other factor or agent. He isa creditor 
of the principal on whose behalf he receives it, and has a set-off 
against that principal for debts due by him as customer of the 
banker. This view is partly supported by dicta of Lord CotTEN- 
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HAM in Foley v, Hill (2 Cl. and Fin, 28) ; but the House of Lords 
refused to be bound by it. In their opinion the banker who 
receives money for a customer is purely an agent to receive the 
money ; and if the customer could not have retained the money 
on the ground that it was paid under a mistake as to his capacity 
to deal with it, then the banker, as his agent, cannot retainit. It 
was held, accordingly, that KERRISON was entitled to recover 


the money. 


Fire Insurance and Valued Policies. 

A CORRESPONDENCE has recently appeared in the Economist 
on the subject of Lloyd’s Fire Insurance and the proposal to 
introduce “ valued policies” into this branch of business. The 
general rule that fire insurance is a contract of indemnity, and 
that the claim must be limited to the amount of the loss, is 
subject to the qualification that the parties may agree upon a 
merely arbitrary estimate of the value of the property insured 
by way of liquidated damages, and that this estimate will, in the 
absence of fraud, be a measure of the liability of the insurers. 
Hence, valued policies are permitted, but in fire insurance they are 
of very rare occurrence. One of the correspondents, in reply to 
the argument that it is difficult to understand why a valued 
policy should be right for the sea but wrong for the land, 
observes that the reason is simply because in marine insurance 
the object insured (¢.7., the cargo of a vessel) is generaily 
beyond the reach of the insured, so that the event covered by 
the policy is physically out of their influence ; whereas in fire 
insurance (on land) the objects are daily (and nightly too) under 
the care of the insured, which means that owners who have an 
interest in changing the property insured for the sum in cash 
secured by the fire policy (particularly when it is a valued one), 
have it in their power, by actions or omissions, to further the 
very event against the hazard of which they have taken out the 
policy. We see no objection to a valued policy of fire insurance 
in cases where the policy applies to objects which keep their 
value through the time covered by the insurance, assumiag 
always that a proper valuation by experts was made at the time 
of effecting the insurance. We hope, however, that the day is 
far distant when what are called “honour policies” become 
familiar in fire insurance. Such policies would, we are afraid, 
be a direct encouragement to incendiarism. 


Sentence of Death for Striking Superior Officer. 


NAVAL OR military courts-martial have, within the memory 
of persons now living, passed sentence of death for the offence 
of striking a superior officer ; but it has of late years been thought 
sufficient, with due regard to the public service, to substitute 
punishment of a less rigorous character. It would, however, 
appear, from the report of a court-martial at Lille, that this 
leniency has not been adopted by the French Government. Two 
soldiers recently appeared before this court. One of them was 
ay with throwing a sabot at a medical officer, against whom 
he had some fancied: grievance ; while the other, who had 
witnessed what had happened, was alleged to have encouraged 
his companion in the assault. The first of the two offenders 
made an apology to the court, and was sentenced to a term of 
imprisonment. The behaviour of the other was less respectful. 
Holding his military cap in his hand, he made his way to the table 
at which the President of the court had taken his seat, threw the 
cap at his head, and addressed him in coarse and offensive 
language. For this offence he was immediately put on his trial 
and sentenced to death. The offence was, no doubt, one which 
called for exemplary punishment, but the objection of most 
Frenchmen to capital punishment may interfere to prevent the 
sentence from being carried into execution. 


“ Trusts” in England and the United States. 


_ THE worD “trust” has a very different meaning here and 
in the United States. The term has there, for some years, 
been applied to the combinations in restraint of trade or com- 
merce, which are referred to in the President’s message read on 
r . . 

Tuesday, and are made illegal by sub-sections 1 and 2 of the 
Sherman Act, The following definition of the trusts referred 





to in that Act was recently given by an eminent American 
lawyer:—“ A trust is a combination in corporate form of 
a substantial part of an industry under a single ownership, 
either through a holding company or otherwise. It does not 
necessarily involve a monopoly, but such a control of the trade 
that it virtually amounts to a monopoly.” A “ trust,” accord. 


ing to the foregoing definition, is, we imagine, practically 
unknown in this country, and the common law appears at present 
to be a sufficient check upon agreements in restraint of trade. 


An Exceptional Anniversary. 

As WOULD be gathered from the address of the Presiden of 
the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, which we printed 
last week, Mr. WILLIAM RATCLIFFE, solicitor, of that city, has 
achieved a distinction which is, we believe, unparalleled in the 
records of any law society. In 1861 he was elected President 
of that society, and he has just celebrated the fiftieth 
anniversary of that event. He was admitted in 1847. 








Investments of Trust Money. 


WE called attention recently (an/e, p. 81) to the decision of 
WARRINGTON, J., in Re Solomon, Nore v. Meyer (ante, p. 109 : Times 
22nd ult.), as to the liability of trustees for the depreciation 
in mortgage investments. The gist of the decision was that, 
when a surveyor has been employed in accordance with the 
provisions of section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1893, and the 
trustees have acted on his report, there is, in the absence of 
special circumstances, no liability on them if the security should 
subsequently prove to be deficient. But inasmuch as the 
investment of trust moneys is one of the most responsible 
functions of a trustee, and questions relating to such investment 
are continually arising in practice, it is worth while to consider 
the subject somewhat more at Jength. 

The investment clause in a will usually authorizes the trustees 
to retain, at their discretion, investments held by the testator 
at the time of his death. As regards new investments, the 
direction may be to invest in such manner as is for the time 
being authorized by law for the investment of trust moneys, 
and then the trustees are restricted to the securities mentioned in 
section 1 of the Trustee Act, 1893. If the will or settlement 
mentions certain securities, the trustees can still avail themselves 
of any investments in the statutory list which are not expressly 
forbidden by the trust instrument; and since such express 
probibition is unusual, the effect of a special investment clause 
is, as a rule, to add, more or less extensively, to the ordinary 
trustee securities. A moderate range of investments will add 
leasehold securities, and will dispense, to some extent, with the 
statutory restrictions on investing in colonisl securities or the 
securities of railway and oiber public undertakings and of local 
authorities. A wide range may extend to foreign government 
securities, and to investments in the shares of public under- 
takings and of public or private trading companies. But this is 
unusual, except in cases where the settlor proposes to manage 
the investment of the settled funds. Moreover, while many 
trading companies undoubtedly furnish a safe investment, this 
class of security is liable to fluctuation in value, and, save in 
the case of large companies whose shares are regularly quoted on 
the Stock Exchange, there may be a difficulty in disposing of 
the shares when realization requires to be effected. Especially 
is this the case in regard to shares in private companies, and in 
shipping companies. 

The substantial question for a trustee who has money to invest 
is whether he shall put it in a mortgage security or in stocks 
or debentures. If he selects mortgages, he has the preliminary 
difficulty of obtaining the offer of a likely investment ; and when 
this is overcome, he has to adopt the necessary precautions to 
insure himself against liability for loss. The investment of 4 
large sum on mortgage, so as to secure a higher rate of interest 
than 3} per cent., is by no means easy. There is abundance of 
money competing for this class of investment, and trustees 
frequently find it advisable to give up looking for mortgage 
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securities and to turn their attention to stocks. Moreover, 
mortgage securities, however carefully selected, have an element 
of risk, and while stocks also may depreciate, yet a depreciation 
of mortgage securities is more likely to get a trustee into 
trouble with his beneficiaries than depreciation in public funds or 
in railway securities. If, however, the trustee is willing to invest 
the trust funds on mortgage in sums of moderate amount, and to 
take a little trouble in the matter, he will usually be able to obtain 
satisfactory securities at a rate of interest somewhat higher than 
that afforded by the trustee Stock Exchange securities. 

In deciding jon a mortgage security the trustee is entitled to 
rely on the provisions of section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1893. This 
section, and section 4 of the Trustee Act, 1888, which it replaced, 
to a considerable extent codified the previous law, but in one 
important point they gave additional protection to trustees, 
They preserved the duty of employing an independent valuer, 
but they shifted the responsibility for the actual amount of the 
advance from the trustee to the valuer. The change was 
pointed out by Parker, J., in Shaw v. Cates (1909, 1 Ch. p. 
396): Trustees were formerly “entitled to rely on expert advice 
as to the value of the property, but if they did so it was their 
duty to see that the expert was properly instructed—that he 
knew for whom and with what object he was advising, and that 
he was acting independently of the mortgagor. . . . Having thus 
been advised as to value, they had themselves to determine, 
and could not delegate it to a third party (even an expert) to 
determine, what amount they could prudently advance on the 
security in question.” In this they were guided by certain rules 
laid down by the court : they could not go beyond two-thirds in 
the case of agricultural land, and one-half was the proper limit 
for house property or trade buildings, though this latter rule 
was not applied so strictly to house property as to trade build- 
ings. But it was necessary to take into consideration any 
special circumstances. ‘All the circumstances,” continued 
PARKER, J., in the judgment just referred to, “had to be con- 
sidered, including the character and situation of the property, 
and the actual income which the property might be producing 
at the time of the advance. 

The Trustee Act, 1893, relieves the trustee of the responsi- 
bility-of determining the margin of value to be left, provided 
that this is not less than one-third. He must obtain the report 
as to value of an independent surveyor, and the amount of the 
loan must not exceed two-thirds of the value of the property as 
stated in the report. Inthis respect all classes of property are 
puton the same level. But the report must contain specific 
advice as to the loan which should be made, and if it does this, 
and the trustee acts on the advice, he will not “ be chargeable 
with breach of trust by reason only of the proportion borne by 
the amount of the loan to the value of the property at the time 
when the loan was made.” 

It is important to notice the phrase “by reason only,” for the 
statutory provision does not entitle the trustee to neglect any 
considerations peculiar to the nature of the property, which, in the 
judgment of a prudent man, would make the security undesirable. 
But so far as these bear upon the value of the property, War- 
RINGTON, J., held, in the recent case, that the trustees were not 
bound to make inquiry for themselves, but might rely upon the 
surveyor to ascertain all relevant circumstances, and allow for 
them in his report. The decision, indeed, goes far towards 
relieving the trustees of all liability, and placing the moral, though, 
in the absence of negligence, not the legal, liability for the suf- 
ficiency of the security on the surveyor. But trustees would 
hardly be safe in neglecting all inquiry into the circumstances 
of the property as an eligible investment. They may, per- 
haps, be entitled to rely altogether on the statutory effect given to 
the surveyor’s report, and inquiries by themselves may denote 
excess of caution. But in a matter which may involve them in 
personal loss it is better to err on the side of caution. 

It must be remembered that section 9 of the Trustee Act, 
1893, places an important restriction on the amount for which 
the trustee may be held liable. The fact that he has omitted 
some precaution and taken an insufficient security, does not 
necessarily render him liable for the entire loss. He is at 
liberty to shew that the security was, at the time of investment, 





good for a smaller sum than that actually advanced, and he is 
then only liable for the excess. This section was applied in 
Shaw v. Cates (supra), where the statutory conditions had not 
been complied with. The surveyor was not employed indepen- 
dently of the mortgagor, nor was the advance justified by his 
report. It is, of course, difficult to determine at a subsequent 
date the amount which might have been properly advanced, but 
the calculation must be made. In Shaw v. Cates the actual advance 
was £4,400; PARKER, J., held that a proper advance would 
have been £3,400, and the liability of the trustee was limited to 
the difference between these sums. 

The duty of trustees, if they invest in stocks, is simpler 
than in the case of mortgage investments. It has to be considered 
whether a proposed stock is within the list of securities in section 
1 of the Trustee Act, 1893, and this may depend on extrinsic 
circumstances, such as whether a railway has for ten years paid 
a 3 per cent. dividend on its ordinary stock, or whether a muni- 
cipal borough had, at the last census, a population exceeding 
50,000. But these are matters which it is the province of a 
broker to know or to find out, or the trustee can readily find 
them himself from a recognized publication, such as the Stock 
Exchange Oflicial Intelligence. The same remarks apply to 
Colonial stocks which are brought in as trustee securities by the 
Colonial Stocks Act, 1900, provided they satisfy the requirements 
of the Colonial Stock Acts, 1877 to 1900. It is the business of 
the Treasury to discover this and to gazette the authorized 
stocks, and such stocks are known to brokers and are published 
in the sources above referred to. A trustee who relies in these 
matters either on his broker or on any recognized publication 
takes, we imagine, sufficient precautions. 

The trustee has also to consider whether he can select a redeem- 
able stock at a price above par. Formerly the court discouraged 
such investments (see Cockburn v. Peel, 3 De G. F. & J. 170), but 
section 2 of the Trustee Act, 1893, authorizes investments 
mentioned or referred to in section 1, notwithstanding that they 
are redeemable, and that the price exceeds the redemption value ; 
though certain of such stocks and also Colonial stocks are sub- 
ject to the restrictions of section 2 (2). They must not be 
redeemable at par or a fixed rate within fifteen years, and they 
must not be bought at more than 15 per cent. above the 
redeemable rate. The latter restriction is, perhaps, not operative, 
for prices of redeemable stocks do not rise to 115, but the former 
restriction requires to be remembered. Moreover, by section 3 
all the powers of sections 1 and 2 are to be exercised according 
to the discretion of the trustee. In regard to this discretion it 
is not easy to see how it can be exercised beyond selecting an 
authorized investment. But phe trustee will naturally refrain 
from buying stock at a high price if he is advised by his broker 
that a fall is imminent, and he should avoid any stock liable to 
extraordinary fluctuation, if any such stock is to be found among 
the authorized investments. Moreover, he must have regard to 
the respective interests of tenant for life and remaindermen, and 
in selecting redeemable stock he can avoid ultimate loss on 
redemption by purchasing some stocks over, and others below, 
par. Provided, however, a trustee adheres to authorized stock 
investments, it is only in very exceptional circumstances that 
the exercise of his discretionary power can involve him in 
liability. 








The appointment of Mr. Matheson, K.C., one of the leaders of the 
Irish bar, as a Serjeant-at-Law is, says a writer in the Globe, a 
reminder that the Order of the Coif, though practically extinct in 
England, maintains its ancient traditions in Ireland. Lord Lindley 
is the only survivor of the Order in England, and he was appointed 
a member of it nearly thirty-six years ago. In Ireland it is no 
empty honour that the serjeant enjoys. “ The serjeants-at-law in 
Ireland,” says Serjeant Pulling, “‘ are at this day appointed by letters 
patent ; they have precedence over all the bar except the meg: and 
Solicitor-General.’’ Strictly speaking, the Order has not been abo ished 
in England. Lord Cairns observed in 1877, in connection with the 
Judicature Acts, that ‘‘ there was nothing to prevent the Crown 
from creating new serjeants if it were thought expedient to confer 
the honour and there were members of the bar who desired that 
rank.’ But, shorn of its ancient privileges, the Order has prac- 
tically ceased to exist in the English courts, 
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Reviews. 
Death Duties. 


A Dicest or tHe Deata Duties (ALPHABETICALLY ARRANGED). 
With Numerous EXxAMPLes AND DIAGRAMS ILLUSTRATING 
THEIR INCIDENCE AND INCLUDING Degatu Duties 1n BriTIsH 
Possessions. AN INDEX or TITLES AND AN APPENDIX OF THE 


Frvance Acts, 1894, 1896, 1898, 1900, 1907, 1909-10, AND THE | 


Revenve Act, 1903. TarrpEprtion. By A. W. Norman, LS.0., 

B.A., B.Sc. Assistant Secretary of the Estate Duty Office. Vor. L : 

Estate Duty, Serttement Estate Dury, Propate Dury, &c. 

Butterworth & Co. 

The statutes dealing with death duties form an extremely com- 
jlicated body of law, and it is a question with the expositor how 
fe can arrange their provisions so as to render them most readily 
accessible in practice. A logically arranged treatise on the incidence 
of death duties on property would be a work of difficulty, and 
the labour and learning involved would very likely be much 
greater in proportion than the utilitarian result. The readiest 
and the one most favoured by text writers, is to 
take the Acts end annotate them in the order of 
sections; and since the practitioner must usually puzzle his 
point out for himself from the words of the statutes, this method has 
much to recommend it. But when a particular point can be defi- 
nitely named, the alphabetical arrangement is obviously calculated | 
to save time, and this is a method which Mr. Norman adopts for his 
digest. It is well known, for instance, that the treatment of annuities 
raises difficult questions, and the heading “Annuity” enables Mr. 
Norman to collect and state the cases both in regard to legacy and 
succession duty and in regard to estate duty. “ Property passing” | 
is a title which refers to a fundamental point in the incidence of | 
estate duty, and the reader is put upon the track, amongst other cases, | 
of Earl Cowley v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1899, A. C. 198), 
and the judgment of Lord Macnaghten in that case. A more recent 
decision of the same tribunal—Aftorney-General v. Duke of Rich- 
mond (1909, A. C. 466), on incumbrances created hond fide for full 
prenneny noted, and the headings appear 


ve of substantial service. 
Books of the Week. 

Statutes.—Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility, arranged in 
Alphabetical and Chronological Order, with Notes and Indexes. 
The Sixth Edition by W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. V., “Game” to “Housing.” Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Civil Actions.—The Principles of Pleading and Practice in 
Civil Actions in the High Court of Justice. By W. Brake Opcers, 
M.A., LL.D., KC. Seventh Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Licensing.—The Annual Licensing Practice, 1912, containing 
the Law relating to the Manufacture and Sale of Intoxicating 
Lic uors, and to Theatres, Music, Dancing, Billiards, Cinematograph 
Ex uibitions and Assessments of Licensed Premises. Being the 
Fifth Edition of Montgomery’s Licensing Laws. By R. M. Monr- 
GoMERY, M.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law, and H. DryspaLe Woop- | 
cock, Barrister-at-Law. With an Appendix of Statutes, Forms, | 
Rules and Regulations. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Diary for Secretaries.—The Company Secretaries’ Diary 
and Reference Book, 1912. Edited by Wittiam A. WaTERLOW 
Solicitor. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 

Constitutional History.—An Analysis of Taswell-Lang- 
mead’s English Constitutional History. By A. M. Wi tsHergE, | 
M.A. LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 

Criminal Appeal.—Criminal Appeal Cases. Reports of 
Cases in the Court of Criminal Appeal, October 16th, 23rd, 30th, 
1911. Edited by Herman CoueEn, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. V 
Part II. Stevens & Haynes. 
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Points to be Noted. 


Practice. 


Solicitor’s Lien—Trustee for Debenture-holders—Costs 
Incurred Prior to Execution of Trust Deed.—A solicitor 
retained by a proposed trustee for debenture-holders; to act for him 


in connection with the trust has a lien on the trust deed, as against | 


both trustee and debenture-holders, for costs incurred before its 
execution (such as the costs of investigating the title to the property 
and of approving the deed). His general lien begins with his 
retainer, not with the execution of the deed.—Re Derr Estates 


their | 


Limitep ; Wricat v. THe Company (C. A., April 6) (55 Soxtcrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 424 ; 1911, 2 Ch. 85). 
Bankruptcy—Proveable Debt—Contingent Liability for 
| Costs.—Liability to pay the costs of a trial, under an order for a 
| new trial directing that they shall follow the event, is not a debt 
proveable in bankruptcy where the bankruptcy takes place between 
| the trial and the new trial—Rzr a Desror(C. A., April 7) (1911, 2 K. B, 
652). 

Interrogatories—Action for Malicious Prosecution.—I[p 
an action for malicious prosecution there are special reasons for caution 
in allowing interrogatories to be administered to the defendant, and 

| interrogatories aimed at discovering the sources and the substance of 
| the information on which the defendant acted are rightly disallowed. 
| —Maass ».Gas Licut anp Coke Company (C. A., May 19) (55 
| Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 566; 1911, 2 K. B. 543). 
Bankruptcy—Valid Bankruptcy Notice—Demand for 
|'Payment to Judgment Creditor “or his Solicitors.”—A 
| bankruptcy notice requiring the debtor “to pay the judgment debt 
| in accordance with the terms of the judgment” is a good foundation 
for a receiving order within section 4 (1) (g), of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. But a demand for payment to the judgment creditor or 
his solicitors, even if it contains a statement of the solicitors’ 
| authority, is not in accordance with the terms of the judgment, and 
is therefore not a good foundation for a receiving order.—ReE 4 
Drepror (C. A., May 26) (1911, 2 K. B. 718). 

Costs—Seourity—-Plaintiff in Cross-Proceedings Resi- 
dent out of the Jurisdiction.—<An order for security for costs 
may be made, in the discretion of the court, against a person resi- 
dent out of the jurisdiction who is sued in this country and sets up 
a counter-claim or brings a cross-action. The old Chancery practice 
that security for costs is not ordered against a defendant filing a 
cross-bill was not a hard and tast rule, and in any case the common 
law rule prevails since the Judicature Acts.—NeEw Fentx Cte. 


| ANONYME D'ASSURANCES DE MADRID v. GENEKAL ACCIDENT, Fire, 


AND Lire AssuRANCE Corporation (Limitep) (C. A., June 13) 
(1911, 2 K. B. 619). 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY OF IRONFOUNDERS, &c. v. INGALL. 
No. 1. 29th and 30th Nov.; Ist Dec. 


TrapE Unton—Rutes—£100 Benerit on Toran Incapactry—To BE 
RerurNnep ON Resumption or Work—ACTION By UNION FOR RETURN 
or £100—AcrEEMENT aS TO ConpITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT— 
‘* PenaLtTy ’’—APPLICATION OF Funps TO PROVIDE BENEFITS 10 
Memsers—Proceepincs Instirurep wiTH Ossect or Directty Ev- 
FORCING AGREEMENT—TRADE Unton Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 31), 
s. 4 (1), (2), anv 3 (a). 

The defendant, a member of a trade union, met with an accident 
which totally incapacitated him from work, and from the effects of 
which it was not thought likely he would ever so far recover as to 
return to his old employment. His union, according to their rules, 
paid him a sum of £100, on receipt of which the member had to sign, 
and did sign, a written agreement binding himself to repay that sum 
to the union in full in the event of his recovery, and his returning to 
work at his old trade. The agreement so executed recited the rules 
under which the money was paid and would become repayable by the 
defendant, and after acknowledging the receipt of the £100, and agree- 
ing to repay it in the said event, empowered the plaintiffs (the trustees 
of his union) to sue for it, if it was not repaid on the happening of that 
event. The defendant having returned to his trade, and the £100 not 
having been repaid by him, the plaintiffs sued for its recovery. ; 

Held (Kennedy, L.J., dissentiente), that the action was not main- 
tainable. 

Appeal by Henry Ingall, an iron-moulder, from the decision of the 
Divisional Court, reversing a judgment of the county court judge at 
Sheffield, who had dismissed the action, and entered judgment for him. 
The action was brought by the trustees of the Friendly Society of 
Ironfounders of England, Ireland and Wales for the return of £100. 











| The Divisional Court set aside the judgment of the county court, 


dismissing the action, and ordered judgment instead to be entered 
| for the society. The question was whether the defence pleaded was 
| a good defence to the action. Put shortly, the defente was that the 
agreement sued on being in reference to benefits within the meaning 
of section 4 of the Trade Union Act, 1871, no action at law was 
maintainable by the union against the defendant as a member, unless 
it could be shewn, and it was contended it could not be, that the 
plaintiff union was not, as evidenced by its rules, an illegal combination 
at common law. This point was raised quite recently before this court 
in Russell v. Amalgamated Society of Carpenters, dc. (54 SoLictToRs 
JournaL, 213; 1910, 1 K. B. 506) (now waiting judgment at the 
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House of Lords), and also in Osborne v. Amalgamated Society of 
Railway Servants (27 T. L. R. 289). During the argument, 

Vavenan Wituams, L..J., inquired if counsel for the respondents 
proposed to argue that the ‘‘ object ’’ of this society, by its rules, 
could be distinguished from that of the Amalgamated Society of Car- 
penters, which this court had held was an illegal combination, and 
could not be sued. ae 

In reply, counsel said he was not prepared to make that admission, 
or to argue the point. He relied on the ground on which the 
Divisional Court had decided in favour of the union—namely, that 
the agreement for the return of the £100 did not come within either 
section 4 (1) or section 4 (2) or section 4 (3) (a) of the Act of 1871, 
and therefore the rights of the parties were regulated solely by the 
agreement. He desired merely to submit, without arguing the point, 
that the society was a legal combination, and to reserve the right to 
argue that point in the House of Lords, if an appeal was taken there. 

Tue Court intimated that they were prepared to hold that the 
union, following their decision in Fussell’s case, was an illegal com- 
bination, and to allow the appeal. Without further argument, 

Tue Court (VavaHan Wittiams and Bucktry, L.J.) gave judgment 
to that effect. ; a 

Kennepy, L.J., dissented. In his opinion, the respondents should 
either have admitted or addressed argument to the court to the con- 
trary, as to the question whether the object of this society came within 
the decision of that court in ussell’s case, because the House of Lords 
were entitled to know the opinion of this court on that point. In his 
judgment, however, it was not really necessary to have that point 
decided, as the other members of the court deemed it was, because 
he was clearly of opinion that the agreement was one to which Ingal! 
had set his hand, and therefore had bound himself to repay on the 
happening of a certain event, which event had happened, the sum of 
£100 he had borrowed. He had failed to do co, and the union 
was entitled to sue for it. Moreover, their right to sue was expressly 
made a condition in the agreement. 

By a majority the appeal was allowed with costs, and the judgment 
of the county court judge, dismissing the action, restored.—CouNnsEL 
for the appellant, Spencer Bower, K.C., and A. Page; for the respon- 
dent union, Danckwerts, K.C., and Waddy. Sottcrrors, Maude & 
Tunnicliffe, for Simpson & Meakin, Derby; Arthur Neal & Co., 
Sheffield. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


NICKSON AND OTHERS +. DOLPHIN. Wanington, J. 28th Nov. 


Contract or EmpPLoyMENT— Baptist MuINISTER— TERMINATION OF 
EmpLoyMENT—ErF ect OF RESIGNATION AS FROM A Future Datge-—Ricut 
to WITHDRAW RESIGNATION. 

A Baptist minister, who expresses his intention to resign his ministry 
on or b fore a certain date, at a formal meeting of the communicants 
of his church, does not thereby terminate his employment. If a Baptist 
minister does definitely resign his appointmant, as from a future date, 
he may, before that date arrives, withdraw his resignation at a formal 
meeting of the communicants of the church, although the meeting is not 
such as would have power to appoint a new minister. 


The defendant was the minister of a Baptist chapel at Pershore, and 
the plaintiffs were the trustees of the chapel under a deed dated the 
6th of June, 1815. The action was for an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from acting as minister. The plaintiffs claimed that the 
defendant had resigned his post as minister of the church at a monthly 
meeting of the communicants of the church on the 30th of December, 
1908, as from the last Sunday in June, 1909, in accordance with the 
usual mode and custom to that effect of societies of Baptists. The 
defendant said his resignation was inoperative, and _ further, 
relied on the fact that he withdrew it at a meeting of the communi- 
cants on the 4th of February, 1909, with the assent and approval of 
the meeting. At the meeting of the 30th of December the defendant said 
that he thought on account of his health, and in the interests of the 
church, it would be well if his ministry closed on or before the last 
Sunday in June, 1909. The meeting of the 4th of February was not 
such a meeting as could, under the trust deed, have appointed a new 
minister. 

Warrincton, J., said that the only question was whether the 
defendant did or did not cease to be minister on the 26th of June, 1909. 
The Baptists had no definite rules by which the affairs of the church 
were controlled. The firet matter which it was convenient to deal with 
was the question whether the resolution of the 4th of February was bind- 
ing on the congregation. He had no evidence of definite regulations 
as to conduct of meetings or as to the business which might or might 
not be done with or without notice. He was of opinion that the resolu- 
tion of the meeting was binding on the community. It might be that 
it would have been competent for the defendant to fix a definite term 
to his ministry, but he doubted it, because the term would not be 
binding on the congregation, as it might unreasonably postpone the 
termination of the employment. He did not think that what took place 
on the 3rd of December was an attempt by the defendant to put a 
definite termination to the period of his employment. He said that he 
intended to resign on or before a certain date, which left the matter 
Open for future decision. Let him assume that the defendant had 


said : ‘‘ [ intend definitely to resign on the 26th of June.”’ In that case 
|} it was contended that nothing could have prevented it ceasing. But 
| the learned judge could not see why, so long as the time had not arrived, 
| he should not, with the assent of the meeting, have altered his intention. 
| It was said that to allow the defendant to withdraw his resignation was 
| to reimpose him on the community, but he had never ceased to be the 
minister.—CounseL, Jessel, K.C., and Cozens-Hardy; Cave, K.C., and 
R. W. Coventry. Soticrrors, Kenard Ball, for Basil Harrison; Surr, 
Gribble, Nelson, & Oliver, for Bocker, Horgood, & Co. 
(Reported by J. B, C. TREGARTHEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL (AT THE RELATION OF THE URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL OF HEXHAM) v. DORIN, Warrington, J. Ist Dee. 


Loca GovERNMENT—UrBan AvTHORITY—Byxr-Laws—INFRINGEMENT— 
EReEcTIon oF Houses ABUTTING ON PusBLic Highway—‘‘ Layine Out 
A New Srreet ’’—Pusiic Heatru Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55). 


The defendant had erected a row of houses facing a roadway, on 
the other side of which there were already houses in existence. The 
defendant did not encroach upon the roadway, but the roadway was 
not of the width required by the bye-laws under the Public Health 
| Act, 1875, in the case of the laying-out of a new street. 

Held, that the defendant had not laid out a new street, and that the 
| bye-laws required a physical and not a metaphorical laying out. 

The defendant in this case was a builder at Hexham, and he had 
built a row of houses down one side of a previously existing public road. 
There were already houses down the other side of the road. The 
defendant’s houses were built some little distance back from the road 
and facing in the opposite direction. The defendant made a footpath 
in front of the houses as the principal access to them. He also made 
a gateway for each house in the hedge dividing them from the road. 
Otherwise he in no way interfered with the pre-existing road except in 
the laying down of drains. The urban district council gave notice to 
the defendant that under their bye-laws it was necessary that the path 
in front of the houses should be constructed as a carriage road and 
36ft. wide. As a result of this notice the defendant removed the 
path, and at the time the action was brought the only access to the 
houses was by the road at the back. This road was 19ft. wide. The 
urban district council contended in the action that the defendant had 
infringed their bye-laws both with regard to the footpath in front 
of the houses and to the road at the back. ‘With regard to the road 
at the back, they contended that the defendant had laid out a street 
within the meaning of the bye-laws, and wae liable to make it 36ft. 
wide. The bye-laws in question were made under the Public Health 
Act, 1875 (38 and 39 Vict, c. 55), and were in the common form issued 
by the Local Government Board. Those material to the present case 
were :—Kvery person who shall lay out a new street which shall be 
intended for use as a carriage road shall so lay out such street that 
the width thereof shall be 36ft. at the least. Every person who shall 
construct a new street which shall exceed 100ft. in length shall 
construct such street for use as a carriage road, and shall as regards 
such street comply with the requirements of any bye-law relating to a 
new street intended for use as a carriage road. 

Warrincron, J., said that the main question was whether the de- 
fendant had laid out, or was intending to lay out, a new street other 
than that provided for by the bye-laws. One must be careful not to 
impose upon any person a burden greater than in their natural con- 
struction the bye-laws allowed ;,one must not strain them to bring 
within their ambit a meaning which they would not naturally bear. 
With regard to the footpath which had been constructed in front of 
the houses, that was a breach of the bye-laws; but before the action 
was brought the defendant had removed the path and informed the 
urban district council that he had done so. There could, therefore, 
be no ground for an injunction. The path heing removed, there was 
no access to the houses on that side, and they must now be taken to 
front the road at the back, from which they must be entered and 
into which they drain. The meaning of a new street was settled by 
Robinson v. Local Board for Barton (1882, 21 Ch. D. 621, 8 App. 
Cas. 798), where it was laid down that an old street might become 
a new street. A new street might come into existence in two ways, 
either by a man laying out a new street on his own land or by houses 
being gradually built along a country road. The building of the 
defendant had made the road a street, but the question was whether 
he had laid out a new street. The council contended that anybody 
who built houses on a street, or built a wall on a street, or did 
anything that made the road a new street, was laying out a street, 
although he did nothing to the roadway. He confessed that, without 
considering the authorities, he should have thought that ‘to lay 
out a street ’’ meant to do something in reference to the street itself. 
The defendant had done nothing to the street; if what he had done 
amounted to laying out the street, it was a pure metaphorical laying 
out. Was he bound by the authorities? He did not consider himself 
bound by Robinson v. Local Board of Barton nor by Taylor v. Metro- 
politan Board of Works (2 Q. B. 213), or Attorney-General v. Rufford 
(1899, 1 Ch. 537), where the words to be interpreted were different 
from those in this case. In Roberts v. Richards (54 J. P. 693) the 
bye-laws in question were thé same, but there the defendant bought 
some land in front of a row of houses, including the roadway, which 
was private, and built a wall on the roadway itself, reducing the width 
in front of the houses to 7ft. He was doing something on what 
was itself a road. In St. George’s Local Board v. Ballard (1895, 1 











Q. B. 702) the bye-laws were again the same. The defendant built a 
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house at a corner, formed by a lane running into a road, facing the 
road, and it was held that he was not laying out a street along the 
lane. The construction of the bye-laws never came under considera- 
tion. Not only did he find no authority against him, but he thought 
that the case of Devonport Corporation vy. Tozer (1903, 1 Ch. 759) 


supported him. The defendant in that case had built a row of houses | 
: : ; ; 
as bonus stock, shares having been issued at varying rates at different 


facing a road, but had provided no means of access from the road 
to the houses. That was the only difference from the present case, 
and it was not material. The case was decided on another point by 
Romer, L.J., who said : ** It appears to me, especially with respect to 


the bye-law ag to laying-out a new street, that if you look at that | 


bye-law, coupled with the other bye-laws which refer to laying-out a 
new street, it is clear that the bye-law in question is dealing with 
sumething in the nature of a physical laying-out, and not what I 
may call@ metaphorical laying-out.’’ He came to the conclusion that 
the defendant had not laid out a new street.—CowunseL, C'ave, K.C 


ond W. Mackenzie; Jessel, K.C., and H. Freeman. Soxricrrors, King, | 


Wigg, Robertson, & Brightman, for J. A. Baty; Collyer-Bristow, 
f‘urti Booth, Birks, & Langle Y; for BR. S. Holmes. 
[Reported by J. b. (. TeeGARTHEN, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re THE PENARTH PONTOON SHIPWAY AND SHIP REPAIRING 
CO, (LIM.). Swinfen Eady, J. 18th Nov. 


ORDINARY ResotuTion Companies (ConsotipaTion) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 

7. Cu. 69), s. 69. 

lt is not necessary that the notice convening a meeting at which a 
epecial resolution is to be passed should state that such resolution is to 
be proposed as an extraordinary resolution—sub-section 2 (a) of section 
69 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, only refers to the pass 
ing of the resolution, not to the calling together of the meeting for 
the purpose of passing it. 

This was a petition to confirm a special resolution for altering the 
memorandum of association of the company by extending its objects. 


wiven, that an extraordinary general meeting of the company will be 
held at —— on the - day of ——, at 12 noon, when the sub- 
joined resolution will be proposed, namely : (here followed the resolu- 


heen added after the words ‘‘ subjoined resolution.’’ Section 69 of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, defines an extraordinary resolu- 
tion, and then defines a special resolution by reference to the definition 
of an extraordinary resolution as follows : 69 (1) ‘‘ A resolution shall be 


an extraordinary resolution when it has been paseed by a majority of | 


not less than three-quarters of such members entitled to vote as are 
present in person or by proxy (where proxies are allowed) at a general 
meeting of which notice, specifying the intention to propose the resolu- 
tion as an extraordinary resolution, has been duly given, (2) A resolu- 
tion shall be a special resolution when it has been (a) passed in the 
manner required for the passing of any extraordinary resolution; and 
(b) confirmed by a majority of such members entitled to vote as are 
present in person or by proxy (where proxies are allowed) at a subse- 
quent general meeting, of which notice has been duly given, and held 
after an interval of not less than fourteen days, nor more than onemonth 
from the date of the first meeting.”’ It is stated in Palmers’ Company 
Precedents, 10th ed., at pp. 1002 and 1003, that the effect of sub- 
section 2 (a) is, that the first meeting at which a special resolution is 
passed must be convened by a notice, stating that such resolution will be 
proposed ‘‘as an extraordinary resolution,’ which was not done in 
this case. 

Swinren Eapy, J., said that the suggested words were not necessary, 
1s the sub-section only referred to th 
not to the calling of the meeting for the purpose of passing it.— 
Counset, Hon. Frank Russell, K.C., and Goldberg. Soricrrors, Wil- 
liamson, Hill, & Co. 

{Reported by L. M. MAy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE HOME AND FOREIGN INVESTMENT AND AGENCY CO. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 28th Nov. 


Company—Winp1Inc Ure—Svrpitus <Assetrs—Distrisution—Insvrri- | 


crenCy—IRREGULAR Issve—PartLy Paip Stockx—Bonus SHares— 

ApsvusTMENT Or Ricuts or CONTRIBUTORIES. 

(1) The irregularity committed by a company in issuing fully paid 
stock without first issuing shares is an irregularity which does not 


affect the real substance of the transaction, and will not in equity be | 


held to avoid the transaction, but can be ignored, and the siock will 
accordingly be deemed to have been properly issued. 

(2) A company in certain circumstances has power to convert its 
shares into atock. 

(3) The issue of bonus shares being wholly ultra vires in this case 
such shares were treated as non-existent, and the holders thereof wer: 
accordingly neither liable to pay calls thereon nor entitled to rank as 
creditors against the company. 


This was a summons to determine various questions arising in the 
course of the distribution of surplus assets in the winding up of a 
company, formed in 1872, with an original capital of £30,000, issued 
in shares of £5 each. At the time of the special resolution to wind up 
in November, 1908, the capital of the company consisted of £7,745 
Four per Cent. preference ehares, £22,347 ordinary stock fully paid, 


| ordinary shares ranked rateably in a winding up. 
; Shares (1) £5,535 worth of fully paid shares had been converted into 





© passing of the resolution, and | 





£4,555 ordinary stock on which 50 per cent. had been paid, and 
£17,111 £5 shares, on which £2 had been paid. The preference and 
Of the preference 


stock ; (2) £865 worth of stock had been issued as fully paid without 
any issue of shares; (3) £1,543 worth of preference stock was created 


times, so that the holders of all the shares should receive 4 per cent. ; 
(4) £4,545 of the ordinary stock had been issued as partly paid up. 
The articles of association of the company did not exclude Table A, 
and accordingly there was a power under article 23 of Table A 
to convert any paid-up shares into stock. There was also power in 
the articles to create stock in the ordinary regular way. Counsel for 


| the liquidators referred to Atheneum Life Assurance Society, Rich- 


305) and Re 


mond’s case and Pain‘er’s case (1858, 4 K. & 


| Miller’s Dale and Ashwood Dale Lime Co. (1885; 31 Ch. D. 211), and 


Re Wakefield Polling Stock Co. (1892, 3 Ch. 165). Counsel for the 
holders of fully-paid ordinary stock contended that he had been 


| given an interest in the company. He had for years received dividends 


in respect of that interest, and he could not be excluded from his 


| rights merely because that interest, although substantially existing, had 


been wrongly described. Counsel for the trustee for these stock- 


| holders referred to Burkenshaw v. Nicholls (1878, 3 A. C. 1004). 
. ° . ‘ . | Counsel for the holders of preference stock referred to Morrice v. 
Company—Practice—Form or Norice or Sprecia, Reso.tutron—ExtTra- 


Aylmer (1875, 7 E. &. J., app. 717). Counsel for the holders of pre- 
ference stock converted from fully-paid preference shares contended 
that he was entitled to be reinstated. He gave up his preference 
shares in pursuance of a deal that was wholly ul:ra vires. He also con- 


| tended that where the transaction was absolutely ultra vires as in this 


case no question of estoppel arose. He incorporated in his argument 
the remarks of Lindley, L.J.,on the question of ultra vires and estoppel, 


| to be found on pages 215 and 671 respectively of the 6th edition of 


Lindley on Companies, and referred to Welton v. Saffrey (1897, A. C. 
299). Counsel for the trustees for this stock referred to Re Railway 
Time Tables Publishing Co., Ex-parte Sands (1889, 42 Ch. D. 98). 


The notice of the meeting was in the following form :—Notice is hereby | Counsel for the holders of partly-paid ordinary stock referred to the 


Bank of Hindustan, China and Japan (Limited) v. Alison (1871, 6 C. P. 
222), He Asiatic, Banking Corporation, Royal Bank of India’s case 
(1869, 4 Ch. Ap. 252), Re London and Northern Assurance Corporation 


| (1869, 4 Ch. Ap. 682). 


tion). The question raised was whether this notice was in the right | 
form, or if the words “as an extraordinary resolution’’ ought to have 


Swinren Eapy, J.—The object of this summons is to have it deter- 
mined how a certain sum of £12,500 cash, which is now available for 
division, should be divided. All the creditors having been paid, this 
application has only reference to the rights of the contributories inter 
se. With regard to the preference shares, it appears that £5,335 repre 
sents preference shares fully paid and converted into stock. In my 
opinion the company had power under its articles, which did not 
exclude Table A, and according to its constitution, to convert ite fully 
paid shares into stock, and accordingly the £5,335 preference stock is 
entitled to rank in the distribution in the same manner as if it were 


| fully-paid shares. The next item is £865, and although the allottees 


paid the full sum of £865 for that £865 worth of stock, the company 
did not go through the form of first issuing shares and then recalling 
the shares and converting the shares into stock and issuing fresh stock 
certificates. In my opinion I am entitled to treat this as a mere 
irregularity, and look at the substance of the transaction. The stock 
is merely a set of shares put together into a bundle, and at this dis- 
tance of time I treat the irregularity as waived and ignore it. The 
third portion of the preference stock is a sum of £1,543, which is 
referred to shoitly as bonus stock. No sums have been paid into the 
coffers of the company by the allottees of this stock in respect of it, 
but originally the company created preference shares carrying varying 
rates of preferential dividends, and in order to enable the company to 
have only one quality of stock, the stock to be all the same, but yet so 
that the holdere should not lose anything in the way of dividend when 
the stock was made a 4 per cent. stock, bonus stock was issued to the 
then holders of preference stock carrying a higher rate of interest, so 
as to enable them at lower rate of interest to receive exactly the same 
amount of money by way of dividend as they would have had if they 
had not surrendered their stock. Now it was said with regard to these 
stockholders that at this distance of time, and having regard to the 
fact that they had received dividends upon the stock, they ought to be 
treated in all respects the same as every other fully-paid stockholder, 
but, in my opinion, that £1,543 stock was illegally issued; it was 
issued wholly ultra vires, and no claim can be sustained in respect of 
it. The creation of that bonus stock was beyond the powers of the 
company, and I am quite unable to take the view that the proper course 
would be to hold that the allottees of the stock ought now to pay 
up upon the footing that they hold a corresponding number of shares. 
They have never agreed to take the shares. It is wholly different from 
a case like Welton v. Saffery (ubi supra), where the question really was 
whether the holder of a share could be compelled to pay the amount 
unpaid on his shares. The real question decided there appears at 
page 305 of the report in Lord Halsbury’s speech. He says : ‘‘ Whether 
for the purpose of settling the rights inter se, or for the purpose of 
satisfying creditors, it appears to me that the statute enforces upon 
company and shareholder alike conformity to the rule laid down, that 
a share for a fixed amount shall make the person agreeing to take that 
share liable for that amount.” With the appellant there they had 
agreed to take the share, and, therefore, it had not been otherwise 
determined by a contract duly made in writing at or before the issue 
of the shares within the meaning of the 25th section of the Companies 
Act, 1862; he was the holder of the share, but it was not otherwise 
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rovided that he should not be liable to pay in cash, and therefore he 

fad to pay in cash. That reasoning does not apply where the allottee 
of the £1,543 bonus stock never agreed to take any shares at all. Again, 
no doctrine of estoppel can prevent this question from now beingraised, 
because a corporate body cannot be estopped, either by a deed or other- 
wise, from shewing that it had no power to do that which it purports to 
have done. The issue of the bonus stock was, in my opinion, illegal, 
and I need not refer to cases like the Baroness Wenlock v. River Dee 
Company (1887, 36 Ch. D. 674) as_ shewing what the result of a 
transaction ultra vires is. It is not bindingonthecompany. The result, 
therefore, is that the £865 and the £5,335 preference stock must rank 
for dividend in distribution, but the £1,543 bonus stock is not entitled 
to rank at all. It must be treated as non-existent. Now I come to the 
ordinary stock. With regard to the £22,347, that is ordinary stock 
fully paid. There is no objection to it. That seems to have been 
either fully-paid shares converted into stock, or issued as fully paid, 
and is covered by the decision as regards the preference stock. Then 
there are 17,111 £5 shares, with £2 10s. paid. Of course, those shares 
will rank for dividend for a return of capital, and they are also liable 
to have a call made upon them for equalization. The amount of that 
will depend on the next item. Now, in respect of the next item, it is 
£4,545 ordinary stock, 50 per cent. paid. In my opinion, what I have 
said with regard to the bonus stock applies almost in ‘the same way 
to this ordinary stock partly paid. There never was any contract 
by the stockholders to take shares. The whole transaction wae invalid. 
No call can be made upon a stockholder, and I cannot accede to the 
argument that they ought now to pay either the remaining 50 per cent. 
or a sufficient sum for equalization. In my opinion the transaction 
was invalid and illegal. They cannot now rank as creditors. 
[he creditors have been determined and provided for; moreover 
it is not disputed that even if they were otherwise entitled, 
the Statute of Limitations would have been a bar to any 
claim they might have to a return of their money; so that, in my 
opinion, again, these £4,545 ordinary stock, 50 per cent. paid, ought, 
for the purpose of dividing the surplus assets, to be treated as non- 
existent.—CounseL, Wheeler; Jolly; Tomlin; Manby; Beebee; 
Harman; Milne; Owen Thompson; Preston; T. V. Nesbitt; Winter- 
hotham. Soxicrrors, Master, Hussey, & Master, for 8. Garerd Hill 
4&: Son, and W. PR. Cooper, Norwich; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for 
Stevens, Miller, & Jones, Norwich; Morgan &: Upjohn, for Chittock 
&: Chittock, Norwich; Williamson, Hill, & Co., for H. BE. B. Rackham, 
Norwich; A. C. Kent, for BE. A. Kent, Norwich; Waterhouse & Co., 
for H. Goodchild, and Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich. 


[Reported by L M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


° . . 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

JONES AND ANOTHER ~. LEE. Div. Court. 24th Nov. 
NEGLIGENCE—H1GHway—Stray Quiet Domestic ANIMAL—ESCAPE FROM 
Fietp Apsormninc Highway OWING TO Derecrive Hrepces—DamMacr 

To PasseRs-By—Duty or Owner. 

Per Bankes, J. :—At common law there is no duty on the owner or 
secupier of a field adjoining a highway, as regards passers-by on the 
highway, to keep his quiet domestic animals, not known by him to be 
vicious, off the highway, or to fence his land so as to prevent them 
from escaping. Accordingly, where one escapes owing to defective 
hedges, and does injury to passers-by, they have no action against the 
owner of the animal, 


The plaintiffs were riding a tandem bicycle down an incline on a | 
curving road, when they met a carthorse unattended and alone on the | 
road. They applied their brakes and slowed down. When abreast of 
the horse it turned round suddenly and came across the road into their 
bicycle. The horse fell and the bicycle went over, and the legs of | 


the horse became entangled in one of the wheels. The horse then 
jumped up and lashed out, doing damage in al] to the extent of £16. 
The horse, which was owned by the defendant, had escaped from a 
field bordering the road owing to a defective hedge. In an action 
brought to recover the damage the county court judge found that there 
had oa no contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiffs, and 


that there was no evidence that the horse was vicious or was in the | 
habit of trespassing or of attacking bicycles or any other thing or | 
person on the high road. He found that the defendant was guilty of | 


negligence in turning the horse into a field with defective hedges, but 
he held that, upon the authorities, although the defendant had been 
guilty of negligence, yet as the act of the horse was not one which 
it was in the ordinary nature of a horse to commit, judgment must be 
entered for the defendant. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Hamitton, J., said that, in his opinion, the appeal must be dismiesed, 
a8 it appeared on the facts that the injury done was not sufficiently 
connected with the negligence of the defendant, 

Bankes, J.—The case is of considerable importance to owners of land 
adjoining the highway, and I think the county court judge appreciated 
what the law is on the point—law which is well settled—and that he 
correctly applied it. The law is undoubtedly different with regard to 
a stray animal which is known by its owner to be a dangerous animal 
from that applicable to one known to be a quiet domestic animal, or, 
at any rate, applicable to an animal which is not known by ite owner 


*to be dangerous. I do not propose to say anything about the first caso, 
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that of an animal known to be dangerous. This horee was an ordinary 


domestic animal found to be quiet, and not known by the defendant to 
be dangerous. The plaintiffs were ordinary passers-by on the high 
|road. Having met with an accident from a collision with this stray 
animal, in order to succeed they must shew that the injury resulted 
from some breach of duty towards them on the part of the defendant, 
| the owner of this quiet domestic animal. First, what is the duty of 
| the owner or occupier of land adjoining a highway with regard to 
keeping animals off the highway, or fencing in land g0 as to prevent 
them from escaping? By the common law there is no such duty at all. 
and we have not been told whether any such duty has been imposed 
and created by the Highway Acts. In my opinion, therefore, the 
plaintiffs have failed to establish this first point—namely, that there 
was any duty between the plaintiffs and themselves. I think the judge 
was wrong in law in holding that the defendant was guilty of negli- 
gence because he turned this horse into a field with defective hedges 
Further, the plaintiffs have not shewn that the horse is one which, to 
its owner’s knowledge, was of a disposition to cause this damage 
That they have not shewn. and that, ae I think, the judge has found. 
Therefore, whether 1 am right or wrong ae to there being a breach of 
duty on the part of the defendant, the appeal must be dismissed.— 
CounseL, Brandon; Hernann Cohen. Sorrcrrors, Norris, Allen, d& 
Chapman, for 7’. H. Smith, Audlem; J. M. Voss, for A. BR. Whitting 
ham, Nantwich. 
[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CLARK v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Div. Court. 24th Nov. 


LONDON BuILDING—JuRISDICTION OF TRIBUNAL Or ApPpEAL—NeEW Bump- 
ING—PROTECTION AGAINST Fire IN—CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF PLANS 
FOR— No APPEAL FROM—BvILDING ERECTED IN D1sREGARD Or CONDI- 
TION—ReFvusaAL OF CERTIFICATE BY COUNCIL BEFORE OccuPATION— 
APPEAL FROM—JURISDICTION—LONDON BuiLpinc Acts (AMENDMENT) 
Acr, 1905 (5 Ep. 7, c. ccrx.), ss. 7 anp 22, 


Where a building owner does not appeal against a conditional approval 
of plans for a new building deposited in accordance with section 7 of 
the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act, 1905, within two months 
of the conditional approval, but proceeds to erect the new huildiug with 
out complying with the conditions of the approrcl, and on failing to 
obtain the certificate of the London County Council under section F (2) 
of that Act that the building has been provided with means of escape 
from fire, in accordance with the plans conditionally approved, appeals 
ugainst that refusal, the Tribunal of Appeal have no jurisdiction to 
decide the question of whether the building has, in fact, been provided 
with all such means of escape from fire az could be reasonably required, 
or to admit in evidence and approve fresh plans of the building that has 
been erected. They have only jurisdiction to determine the question 
whether the budding has been in fact erected in accordance with the 
| Plans conditionally approved by the London County Couneil. 

Case stated by the Tribunal of Appeal. C's architect gave notice, 
under section 7 of the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act, 1905, 
which deals with protection against fire in certain new buildings, of 
her intention to erect a hotel, and deposited with the London County 
Council plans prepared for such new building, shewing the proposed 
means of escape therefrom in case of fire. These plans were condi- 
tionally approved by the London County Council. No appeal was 
brought to the Tribunal of Appeal within two months of the condi- 
tional approval or at all (see section 22 of the Act of 1905). The hotel 
was built, but not in compliance with a condition mentioned in the 
conditional approyal of the London County Council. Accordingly, on 





| application being made to the London County Council under eection 7 (2) 


of the Act of 1905 for a certificate that the building had been provided 


| with means of — in accordance with the deposited plan, it was 
is 


refused. Against t refusal the building owner appealed to the 
Tribunal of Appeal. The notice of appeal was given more than a year 
after the conditional approval of the plane. The Tribunal held that 
they were not limited to the consideration of whether the building had 
been provided with means of escape in accordance with the plans 
approved by the Council, and whether the conditions subject to which 
such plans were so approved had been complied with, and they held 


| that they had jurisdiction to hear an appeal against, and evidence 


against, the reasonableness of the conditions or conditional approval, 


| although no appeal had been brought against the conditional approval of 


the London County Council, but they agreed to state a case on thie 
point. Accordingly, the Tribunal heard evidence and argument on 
the point, and they came to the conclusion that the condition in ques- 
tion could not reasonably be required under the circumstances of the 


| case. Further, they adjourned the hearing to enable C’s architect to 


prepare a fresh set of plans shewing the building as actually erected, 
and these plans the Tribunal approved. 

Bankes, J.—Section 7 of the Act of 1905 is a section which applies 
to new buildings to be erected within the jurisdiction to which the Act 
is applicable, and the object of the section is to provide that with regard 
to such new buildings there shall be provided efficient means of escape 
therefrom in case of fire. The scheme of the Act is that in the first 
instance the persons who shall be the judges as to what constitutes 
sufficient means of escape are the London County Council, but it also 
provides that there shall be an appeal from their decision to the 
Tribunal of Appeal. The Act secures the object which it was passed 
to achieve by enacting that in the case of every such building the 
building owner must serve on the district surveyor a building notice, 
and must with that building notice deposit plans of the pioposed new 
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building. This may be directory only, but still, although the times are 
directory, it is quite plain that the building owner has to deposit the 
notice and to deposit copies of the plans at some time or another for 
the approval of the County Council. Then the duty of the County 
Council is to consider those plans, and they may either approve them 
or refuse to approve them, or approve them with conditions, and from 
that decision there is, within a period of two months, a right of appeal 

iven to the building owner by eection 22. I think it is clearly 
intended by the Act of Parliament that the Tribunal of Appeal shall 
consider this question, if an appeal is made to it, before the building 
is erected, or, at any rate, before any considerable expense has been 
incurred in and about the building, and it shall bring iteelf to consider 
the question as to whether or not they shall agree with or disagree with 
the decision of the London County Council at that time, and not after 
the building is completed, and the whole expense has been incurred, 
because it seems to me that very different considerations may apply 
to the two respective periods. Sub-section 2 of section 7 provides that, 
in addition to getting the approval of the plans in the first instance, 
before any building to which the section applies is occupied, there 
must be obtained a certificate from the London County Council in the 
first instance that the building has been erected in accordance with the 
authorized plans, and from that decision again there is an appeal to 
the Tribunal as to whether or not the building has been provided with 
means of escape in accordance with plans approved as aforesaid by the 
Council or the Tribunal of Appeal, as the case may be; and if the 
appeal is in respect of a decision of the County Council refusing a 
certificate, the question, and the only question, is whether the building 
has been cnested in accordance with plans approved by the Council or 
the Tribunal of Appeal, as the case may be. Now the question in this 
cage really resolves itself into this : whether, although there has been 
no appeal to the Tribunal from any refusal of the Council to approve 
plans, or any approval subject to conditione, the Tribunal of Appeal 
can take upon themselves, upon an appeal on the question as to whether 
or not the building has been erected in accordance with plans, to say : 
‘“‘No plans have been submitted to us; plans were submitted to the 
County Council, and no appeal was made to us at that time, and conse- 
quently no plans have ever been before us, but now we invite the 
building owner to submit plans to us which we have never had before 
us before, and which were never brought before us until after the 
building was completed It ie« only possible to assume that jurisdic- 
tion by adopting the reading of section 22, which we have been told 
the learned chairman did adopt, because we have had his judgment 
read tous. I do not think that that is the correct reading of section 22. 
I think that such a reason is opposed to the whole scheme of the Act: 
that the Tribunal were wrong; that they assumed a jurisdiction which 
the Act had never conferred upon them, and that upon the occasion of 
an appeal to them as to whether or not the County Council had pro 
perly withheld a certificate, their jurisdiction was confined to con 
sidering whether or not the building had been erected in accordance 
with plans approved by the Council or approved by the Tribunal on an 
appeal to them within two monthe from the decision of the Council 
in the first instance, either rejecting the plans or approving them sub 
ject to conditions. 

Hamitton, J., concurred in the decision.—Counser, Danchwwerte, 
K.C., and Cecil Walsh ; ¢ 1. Russell, K.C., and Podiin. Soracrrors. 
Edward Tanner; Bennett &- Ferris 

[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Judge Rentoul and the Law Society. 


The following correspondence has been sent to us for publication :— 
20th October, 1911. 


Sir,—According to a report in yesterday's 7J’imes, your honour stated 
that ‘‘there were rumours persistently flying about with regard to 
certain 6olicitors carrying on practices of a very degrading kind, and, 
f he might venture to say so, he did not think the Law Society 
investigated nearly so many cases as for their own honour and the 
honour of the profession they ought.” 

The Council of this society have no other information than the 
report I have referred to of the complaint you made concerning our 
suggested neglect, but I desire to point out that, whenever any mal- 
practices by solicitors are brought under the notice of this society, 
they are not only investigated, but effectively dealt with so far as 
our powers extend. 

[I will only add that if you will be so good as to adopt the practice 
of the judges of the High Court, and send to us information of any 
malpractices by solicitors that may come under your notice, I can 
asaure you that, if they be such of which this society can take 
cognizance, we will do so. 

[ propose sending copies of this letter, and of any reply with which 
you may favour us, to the papers which gave publicity to the state 
ment to which I have referred.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

W. J. Humrrys, President. 

His Honour Judge Rentoul. 


On October 22nd Mr. Rentoul wrote to the President asking him to 
excuse a delay in replying for a couple of days or so. 

On October 27th the President wrote to Mr. Rentoul saying he had 
hoped to have received before that date the reply to his letter. 


On October 29th Mr. Rentoul wrote a letter to the President which 





is too long for insertion in full in our columns, but of which, we think, 
the substance is given below :— 
44, Lexham Gardens, Kensington, W., October 29th. 
Daar Sir,— ... That you may understand my position and attitude 
of mind, I may tell you that several of my nearest relatives and a 
goodly number of my closest and most valued friends are solicitors, 
and that I desire nothing so much as the honour of a profession to 
which they belong. The profession of solicitor is one into which 
some of my nearest relatives are still going, and which, in my mind, 
contains a large number of as upright gentlemen as I know in any rank 
in life. Still, I said what I did say, and I meant it, and mean it, and 
if you had not written to me I should have ere this written to you 
making a suggestion which you would either have endorsed or would 
have shewn me how impracticable it was, for you would have seen 
that I was just as anxious for the success and hopour of the solicitors’ 
profession as you are, but you wrote me a letter which in its tone 
means fighting, and, if so, I am as ready as my _ nationality 
permits. ... 
I think we will agree some points heartily :— 
lst. That the profession of solicitor contains a large number of 
gentlemen as honest and honourable as those of any calling in England 
(please admit this or else you destroy my brother-in-law, my two 
nephews, and other relatives, and fully half of my old chums). 
2nd. That the profession of solicitor is from its very nature and 
from the fact that much of its business is done in conversation, without 
any witnesses, between the solicitor and his client, is a profession 
which enables a dishonest man to be more dishonest with safety than 
a man in most other professions. 
3rd. That there are a number of solicitors known by name anid 
reputation to you and to me who have a reputation such as unfits them 
for being on the same law list with men of honour and integrity. 
4th. That it is possible for a solicitor to be known to his brethre: 
as a man who is a shark into whose power they would hardly commit 
their worst enemy as a client, and yet the solicitors who know this 
cannot prove it strictly in any single case. 
5th. That a judge from the Bench is very seldom able with fair play 
and charity to denounce the conduct of any barrister or solicitor as 
regards the honesty of his conduct, however much he may suspect it. 
and that it is seldom if ever the duty of a judge to denounce it in open 
court, for he has been fully engaged in trying the merits of a case 
and not the honesty of lawyers. For a judge from the ’vantage ground 
of the Bench to injure the business or income-earning capacity of any 
solicitor or barrister is a task I hope I shall never have to perform. 
because in a palpably dishonest case it is very difficult to tell whethe: 
it is the client or solicitor or barrister who is to blame. For a case 
to look or to be excessively dishonest, and yet for the solicitor to be 
entirely honest, is not rare. The lay client may keep back half the 
facts from his solicitor, or the solicitor may suggest matters for his 
client to assert as facts which are pure fictions to the solicitor’s know 
ledge, and may lead a client into hopeless litigation, so in the dishonest 
case, if shewn to be really dishonest and one that should never hav: 
been brought, who can tell with certainty which is the dishonest man 
of the two? So far I think you will agree with me. But if there is a 
flying rumour against a certain firm, and it is flying for years, and no 
one doubts the truth of that rumour, can your Society do nothing 
unless someone distinctly tables a complaint in his single case, which 
may happen to be the weakest of the many frauds of that firm which 
are common talk in the profession. I urge that you could and ought 
to take up the rumour as is done by some Ecclesiastical Courts unde 
the technical name for fama clamosa. I used those exact words—a fama 
clamosa or flying rumour. The Bar Council take action on mere 
rumour, so, if you have not this power, you ought to ask for it from 
Parliament, where it will be readily granted. f will explain what 1 
mean. You and your Committee know the firm of A. and B.—+.e., by 
| repute—and you and your Committee equally know the firm of C. and 
| D. and Co. by repute. The repute of A. and B. is that they are up 
| right and honest to the last degree, that they never did a shady thing 
to their knowledge in their lives—that is their repute, and you know 
| and believe it, and would take their promise given in secret as fast as 
their deed under seal. There is the firm of C. and D.; you and you 
| Commitee know by repute for the last dozen years that they are nothing 
but a pair of rogues, you would not érust them with a penny if it was 
in their power to cheat you. Now, I ask, can you and your Committee 
do nothing to keep C. and D., the biggest rogues in London, from 
| being on exactly the same law list and of exactly the same legal pro 
| fessional standing as A- and B., who are as honourable men as walk 
down Fleet Street? Can you do nothing to save the inexperienced part 
| of the public who have to go to law, eo as to keep them from being 
robbed’ by walking or being enticed into the den of those robbers, who 
have solicitor above their doors, for you and I know what sharks C. 
| and D. are’? If so, what do you exist for? Must you leave these 
men, unless some ignorant client, who perhaps never heard of the Law 
| Society, drags them before you? . . . I do not think I am required to 
play the detective officer to a profession to which I do not belong, and 
|in which the honest men are more injured by the black sheep in that 
| profession than in any other profession. If I found a barrister acting 
dishonestly or suspected of so acting I would report him to the Bar 
Committee at once, but I think it is your duty to keep as clean as 
| possible the profession to which you belong. I think you have the 
duty of taking the initiative, and if you haven’t ‘he power you should 
| get it, and then if you heard all sorts of rumours of the unprofessional 
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and dishonest conduct of P. Q. you should summon him before you, 
and ask him how he explains these flying rumours, that no such rumours 
exist about E. F. and G. H., who are of his standing and his near 
neighbours. . . . I want to make clear that I have made no charge or 
reflection or slight on any solicitor or on the profession, though I could 
and would tell you a good number from my own experiences, some of 
them shewing the solicitors of one kind to be gentlemen, whose 
astonishing integrity is such that I would gladly commit to them the 
affairs of my best friends or my own affairs, and that I have had in 
my own experience also solicitors who were and are the greatest thieves 
in London. My charge, if charge it can be called, was not against 
solicitors; it was against you, the Law Society, for making no attempt 
to separate the sheep from the goats, or rather to admonish the goats 
now and then by the process I have indicated of a summons to appear 
before you on fama clamosa, for if it were known that you were in the 
habit of calling a man before you merely on his reputation it would 
have an immense effect. The only cutting I have before me at this 
moment is that of the Daily News. It heads its paragraph ‘“‘A 
Judge’s Hint to the Law Society,”’ and it is this : ‘‘ There are rumours 
flying about persistently in regard to certain solicitors carrying on 
practices of a very degrading kind to themselves and to the profession 
to which they belong, and if I may venture to say so, I think the Incor- 
porated Law Society do not investigate nearly so many of these cases 
as for their own honour and the honour of their profession they ought 
to do.”” I repeat the statement. It may be that you have not the 
legal powers, and so do not investigate or ask for explanations, because 
you have no power; then you ought to get it from Parliament, and 
might have tried to do so long ago. I have received many letters since 
my remarks, and have spoken with both barristers and solicitors, and 
all most strongly agree with me. The whole is in one sentence : The 
general public think you do nothing—at least we don’t hear of it. If 
you have no power even to try to purify your own profession, and 
perhaps to stay many a young man in his early steps from falling into 
bad practices, you ought to have such power. If a young solicitor, for 
example, is heard of as acting, or said to be acting, badly, and if this 
is heard by many or any of your members, you ought to have the 
fatherly power of calling him before you, and obliging him to come and 
to explain what you have heard, though it may amount to matters which 
you strongly suspect but could not prove. Yet calling him before you 
in private and telling him what you hear might change his conduct. 
If you wish, as I said, for publication, you now know my ideas, and can 
publish the whole matter. If you think it wise to see if there is any 
reason in what I say, then publish nothing till you have seen further 
into the views of the profession and the public. I mean that I am not 
afraid of publicity in any way.—I am, yours truly, 

J. A. Renrtovt. 


On October 30th, 1911, Mr. Bucknill acknowledged the receipt of Mr. 


Rentoul’s letter. 
November 3rd, 1911. 


Dear Sir,—I think from your letter of the 29th ultimo you alto- 
gether misapprehend the spirit of this Council, and that you do not 
understand how limited are our powers for dealing with unsatisfac- 
tory members of the profession. To a great extent our feelings 
coincide with yours, but we could not allow remarks such as you 
delivered from the Bench accusing us of neglect of our duty to pass 
without a protest. I think you will agree that any discussion of the 
matter in the Press will not further the ends you have in view, and I 
am venturing to ask if you will let me call on you and discuss the sub- 
ject, as I think when I tell you exactly what our position is you will 
regret the remarks you made about this society. Thursday or Friday 
of next week would suit me best.—Yours faithfully, 

(Signed) W. J. Humrrys, President. 

His Honour Judge Rentoul, K.C., 44, Lexham Gardens, W. 


On November 7th Mr. Rentoul replied that he would gladly see Mr. 
Humfrys anywhere. 

In a long letter to the President, apparently undated, Mr. Rentoul 
relates cases which have come before him during two days of his 
sittings in Court, and which he considered disclosed circumstances 
calling for the attention of the Law Society. He says: . . .“‘ Now all 
that I have told you is within my last two days at Court. I cannot at 
present. pronounce with certainty on one of them. The evidence before 
me was altogether outside the character or conduct of any of the 
solicitors who were in any way formally before me, but are an honour- 
able body of solicitors who are supposed to be a kind of guardian of 
the profession able to do nothing? It seems amazing if they cannot? 
... I have written you these anecdotes of my last two days, which you 
may either treat as written to yourself or you may lay them before 
the Committee. My personal experience leads me to believe that a 
large number of the solicitors’ profession are more honest and more 
reliable for integrity than the vast multitude of doctors and clergy and 
barristers, and my experience has been wide, but the public have a 
great tendency to regard every solicitor as a man who is and must be 
dishonest. I can tell tales of solicitors who absolutely refuse to touch 
dishonest litigation, and whose whole business was known to me per- 
sonally in nearly all its details for many years, and I can tell of other 
solicitors also most intimately known to me, and known, in fact, to 
everyone as dishonest. . . . I am very earnest in this matter, bui I 
think it would be far more beneficial if the initiative came from your 
Committee, so that somehow or other there should be an investigation 
of rumours that are as persistent as they can be that solicitors are 
mere thieves. This, therefore, destroys the reputation of a profession 











which has great power of being either honest or dishonest.—I am, with 
thanks for your letter, yours truly, J. A. Rentovt. 


In response to the letter from Judge Rentoul of November 7th, 1911, 
the Assistant Secretary of the Law Society telephoned to the judge, 
asking for an appointment. The only appointment given in reply was 
for 9.50 a.m., on November 10th, at the City of London Court, which 
it was found was inconvenient to the President. 

The final letter is the following :— 
° November 16th, 1911. 

Dear Sir,—Referring to our recent correspondence, as cur Presi- 
dent finds it very difficult, living as he does some distance from town, 
to fit in his arrangements so as to see you at a time convenient for you 
to see him, he has asked me to suggest that I should call upon you in 
his place. I shall be glad if you will let me know when it will be 
convenient for you to see me.—I am, dear sir, yours faithfully, 

S. P. B. Bucxnit, Secretary. 

His Hon. Judge Rentoul, K.C., 44, Lexham Gardens, W. 


No reply has been received to this letter. 








Societies. 
The Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee of this 
society :— 

Members.—The society now consists of 413 members. The number 
of barristers and others, not being members, who subacribe to the 
library is sixty-six. During the past year twenty-two new members 
have been elected. During the same period five members have died 
and eight members have ceased to belong ta the society. ‘Two members 
of the society, Sir Arthur Norman Hill and Sir Thomas Ratcliffe 
Ellis, are to be heartily congratulated on the honour of knighthood con- 
ferred upon them by his Majesty the King. Each of these gentlemen 
has rendered distinguished public service over a period of many years. 

Legal Education.—The Board of Legal Studies and the Faculty of 
Law in the University of Liverpool have, during the past year, 
arranged courses of lectures and classes on all subjects covered by the 
Intermediate and Final Examinations of the Law Society, as well as 
on the subjects necessary for students reading for a law degree in the 
University. The number of lectures delivered and classes held during 
the session was 731, divided into eighty-two courses, and the number 
of class entries was 736. The lectures and classes covered elementary 
and advanced courses in the following subjects :—Conveyancing, Real 
Property, Personal Property, Equity, Contracts, Torts, Commercial 
Contracts, Bankruptcy, Bills of Sale, Company Law, Insurance, 
Practice of the King’s Bench Division, Admiralty Law and Practice, 
Ecclesiastical Law, Negotiable Instruments, Carriage of Goods, Criminal 
Law, Proceedings before Justices, Probate and Divorce, Evidence, Civil 
and Criminal Procedure, International Law, Roman Law, Juris- 
prudence, English Constitutional Law, Stephen’s Commentaries, and 
Bookkeeping. The committee ask for the co-operation of the members 
by urging upon their articled clerks the importance of availing them- 
selves of the facilities provided by the Law School, and of taking part 
in the debates of the Liverpool Law Students’ Association. 

Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910.—Requisitions on Title.—The opinion of 
the Committee was asked as to whether a requisition on title asking 
for copies of returns under sectjons 26 and 27 of the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910, should be complied with The Committee expressed the 
view that the vendor was not obliged to comply with the requisition, 
and that compliance therewith should be regarded as an act of courtesy 
on the part of his solicitor. It appeared to the Committee to be desir- 
able that a uniform practice should as far as possible be adopted 
throughout the country, and in response to a communication from the 
Committee the Council of the Law Society *have intimated that they 
are in accord with the above view. 

Production in Court of Inland Revenue A fiidavits.—The attention of 
the committee was called to the practice which obtained in the Estate 
Duty Office in relation to the production under subpeena at the trial 
of an action or any other legal proceeding in the provinces of an 
original affidavit for inland revenue lodged on the application for a 


| grant of probate or administration. The practice referred to neces- 


sitated an officer being specially sent with the document from Somerset 
House, his expenses being paid by the applicant. The committee con- 
sidered that such a practice entailed unnecessary expense and delay, 
and in reply to representations made by them, the Secretary of Inland 
Revenue has intimated that where the requirements of the applicant 
would be sufficiently met by the attendance of a local officer of the 
Inland Revenue Department, the board will be prepared to consider 
an application for the production of the document by such officer. 
Lend Transfer.—The Wand Transfer Commission, which was 
appointed in July, 1908, ‘‘ to consider and report upon the working 
of the Land Transfer Acts and whether any amendments are desirable,” 
issued its report in January last. The recommendations of the Com- 
missioners for the amendment of the Land Transfer Acts as summarized 
by them are set out in appendix ‘“‘A.” The report of the Commis- 
sioners emphasizes many of the weaknesses and defects which the legal 
profession have so frequently pointed out in connection with the system 
of land registration as it obtains in the compulsory area. In para- 
graph 56 of the report it is stated ‘‘ that up to the present time the 
effect of compulsory registration with possessory title in London has 
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been to place a purchaser there at a disadvantage as compared with a 
purchaser elsewhere”’; and notwithstanding direct invitation by them 
sent to clerks of county councils and others the Commissioners state, in 
paragraph 95,that they have been unable to find proof of the existence 
of any feeling in favour of compulsory registration of title, and state 
further that ‘‘ apart from this the system as it stands is, in our judg- 
ment, imperfect, and we cannot recommend the compulsory extension 
of an imperfect system.”’ It is to be observed that the system ie at 
present worked by the aid of some 350 rules and seventy forms which 
the Registrar presumably finds necessary, and which seem to refute 
his allegations as to the simplicity of the system. In a speech made 
by the Lord Chancellor in the House of Lords on the 19th of July last, 
hie lordehip dealt with the question of land transfer, and said he hoped 
to be able to introduce legislation upon the subject shortly The 
President of the Law Society, at the annual provincial meeting, held 
at Nottingham in September, dealt with the subject of registration of 
title in a most practical manner, and a valuable paper on the same 
subject was also read by Mr. J. 8. Rubenstein. Following upon the 
meeting at Nottingham, the Law Society called all the provincial law 
societies to a conference on the 2nd of November, 1911, to consider what 
action, if any, ehould be taken on the report. [The report states the 
resolutions arrived at at the conference.] 
This Bill, prepared on the instructions of the 
Council of the Law Society, was again introduced into the House of 
Lords by the Lord Chancellor. No new principle is involved in the 
Bill as a whole, but it is desiened to settle and set at rest defecte and 
doubts which have been disclosed in the working of the Conveyancing 
Acts, and for supplying a few omiesions which have caused inconveni 
ence in practice. The Bill has paesed through all the stages in both 
Houses of Parliament, and is awaiting the Roval Aseent. The Council 
of the Law Society have also promoted a Bill entitled the Trustees 
Bill, aleo a Bill dealing with special land tenures, which have been 
introduced into the House of Commone, but no progress has been made 
Production of Deed The opinion of the committee was requested 
as to whether the solicitors to a vendor are entitled to charge a fee in 
respect of the production of deeds where the purchaser’s golicitor, who 
6 a matter of right to production, is accompanied by a 
solicitor to a proposed mortgagee of the purchaser and the deeds 
examined by them jointly. The committee referred the member to 
the decision of the Council of the Law Society, numbered 633 in the 
second edition of ‘‘ Law, Practice and Usage in the Solicitors’ Pro 
feesion ”’ ‘A vendor's solicitor is not entitled to make any extra 
charge for production of deeds to a purchaser by reason of the fact that 
the solicitor for an intending mortgagee attends at the same time, and 


Conveyancing Bill 


is entitled a 


aleo examines the deeds. 

Arrangements for Trial of Civil Business in Lencashire.—A communi 
cation was received from the Manchester Law Society, calling attention 
to the fact that the time allowed by the Order in Council of the 2nd of 
August, 1910, had proved quite inadequate for the proper and g¢atis 
factory disposal of the causes eet down for trial at the Summer Sittings. 
The result was that. notwithstanding the courts sat for a much longer 
time each day than was contemplated when the new arrangement for 
the trial of civil actions was first made, settlemente and references in 
actions were agreed to under pressure, and causes were postponed for 
want of time to try them. The position at Liverpool, though not so 
serious ve at Manchester, was also unsatisfactory, and the committee 
joined with the Manchester Law Society in representations which wer 
made to the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice. A reply ha 
been received from both the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief 
Justice expressing regret at the state of things reported to them, and 
it is understood that the subject will be brought ‘before a meeting of 
the judges of the King’s Bench Division. 

The Poor Man’s Lawyer.—The committee of the Poor Man’s Lawyer 
Department report that the number of cases dealt: with at the Victoria 
Settlement and the University Settlement for the year ending the 3lst 
of December, 1910, is 605. Of these thirty-seven cases were further 
investigated by the solicitors on the rota, and dealt with in accordance 
with the regulations laid down by this society. 

Lunacy Bill.—In May last the Lord Chancellor introduced into the 
House of Lords a Bill under which it was proposed to amalgamate the 
duties and staffs of the Masters in Lunacy, the Chancery Visitors, and 
the Commissioners in Lunacy in a reconstituted and enlarged Board 
of Commissioners. Power was, however, reserved to the Lord Chan- 
cellor to vary the scheme of amalgamation, as set out in the schedule 
to the Bill from time to time, by rules in lunacy. It appeared to the 
committee a most dangerous proposal to vest in the Lord Chancellor 
the power to alter an Act of Parliament, but the Lord Chancellor sub- 
sequently withdrew the scheme of amalgamation on the ground of lack 
of parliamentary time, and a new clause was inserted to provide for 
the appointment of two additional Commissioners in Lunacy. The 
Bill, as amended, reserved no power to the Lord Chancellor to sub 
stitute a echeme for that which wae withdrawn. The Bill has passed 
the House of Lords, and was read a second time in the House of 
Commons on the 9th of November, 


National Insurance Bill, Clause 51.—The committee considered the 


above clause, which, as originally drawn, made it an offence for any | 


person to ‘‘ attempt ”’ to levy any distress or execution upon any goods 
or chattels belonging to an insured person, or to ‘‘ attempt ”’ to enforce 
any judgment against such insured person during any period while 
such insured person is in receipt of sicknees benefit or during fourteen 
days immediately following that period. The committee communicated 
with the Chancellor of the Exchequer, urging that the clause imposed 





upon solicitors or other persons attempting to levy execution in any 
particular case a burden greater than he ought to be asked to bear, as 
they not only were not aware, but in many cases had no meane of 
ascertaining with reasonable promptitude whether any particular debtor 
was in receipt of sickness benefit or not at the time when it was 
desired to issue execution, and suggesting that the clause should be 
amended so as to provide machinery whereby immediate notification 
will be available in cases where an insured person is in receipt of 
sickness benefit. The Chancellor of the Exchequer subsequently placed 
on the Order Paper of the House of Commons a proposed amendment 
of the clause, which appeared to the committee to meet the objection 
to which attention had been called. A clause which incorporated this 
amendment was passed on the 16th of November. 








Obituary. * 
Sir G. Lewis. 


Sir George Lewis, Bart., C.V.O., solicitor, died on Thursday morning. 
He was born in 1833, at No. 10, Ely-place, where the business of his 
firm was carried on, and was educated at a school at Edmonton and at 
the London University. He was articled to his father, and was admitted 
in 1856. Early in his career he had to conduct the prosecution of the 
directors of Overend, Gurney, & Co., for issuing a false prospectus. He 
showed. singular ability in this prosecution, but it was the Bravo case 
that brought him before the public. He represented at the second 
inquest Mr. Bravo’s family, and the jury returned a verdict of wilful 
murder against some person unknown. As to this case, says the 
Westminster Gazette, Sir George said, many years afterwards, that it 
was much to be regretted ‘‘ that at an inquest the advocate is not 
illowed to make a speech to the jury. Had I been able to do so, I 
could and should. at once have relieved both Dr. Gully and Mrs. Bravo 
from any euggestion that they in any way participated in the crime.” 
Chen followed the protracted libel suit of Belt v. Lawes and the well- 
known baccarat case, in which Sir George Lewis acted for the defend- 
ants. The late King, then Prince of Wales, was called as a witness, 
and the jury found for the defendants. In the Parnell Commission 
Sir George Lewis acted for Mr. Parnell and the Irish Nationalist Party. 
The inquiry lasted fifteen months. He successfully defended Lady 
Colin Campbell and the co-respondents in the divorce suit brought 
against them. Probably the latest case of importance in which Sir George 
acted. was the libel action brought by Mr. Lloyd George, which resulted 
in a complete retractation in open court of all charges against the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer and a verdict: of £1,000 damages, with 
costes, against the defendants. 

Sir George was knighted in 1893 and was made a baronet in 1902 and 
a C.V.O. in 1905. He retired from practice at the end of 1909, having 
been fifty-three years in the profession. He was twice married, and 
his second wife survives him. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. Rt. A. Bayrorn, K.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Inner 
Temple for the year 1912. 

Mr. CLAup Scuuster, barrister-at-law, Legal Assistant to the Board 
of Education, has been appointed Chief Registrar of Friendly Socie- 
ties, in succession to Mr. J. D. Stuart Sim, retired. 

Mr. Joun Cuaries Brooknousr, of Queen’s House, 8 and 9, 
Queen-street, Cheapside, E.C., solicitor, as « Commissioner of Oaths 
for the Transvaal, has been enrolled as a Commissioner of Oaths for 
the Supreme Court of South Africa, and for all ‘the provincial divi- 
sions thereof. Mr. Brookhouse was admitted in 1901. 


Information Required. 


HENRY FRANCIS FOY, Deceased.—Lost, Title Deeds and 
Documents relating to the freehold premises known as Seymour House, 
1, Seymour-place, Fulham-road, London, belonging to the late Henry 
Francis Foy. Any person able to give information leading to their 
recovery is requested to communicate with Thorp & Saunders, 
solicitors, 79, Salisbury House, London Wall, E.C. 


General. 


The funeral of Mr. Justice Grantham at Barcombe on Monday is 


| stated to have been attended by 1,500 persons. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Lawrance, who was confined to his 
bed at the judge’s lodgings at Maidstone for several days, is making 
good progress towards recovery, and will probably be able to return 
to town in a few days. 

It is announced that Mr. William Hunter, K.C., M.P., Solicitor- 
General for Scotland, has been appointed one of the Senators of the 


| College of Justice in Scotland, in the place of the late Lord Ardwall, 


| 


and that Mr. Andrew Macbeth Anderson, K.C., has been appointed 
Solicitor-General for Scotland in the place of Mr. William Hunter, K.C. 
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FIRST AVENUE HOTEL 
LONDON 


Very convenient for solicitors and clients visiting 
London. Situated in High Holborn, opposite Chancery - 
lane, and a few doors from ‘‘ Tube” Station. A 
most comfortable first-class hotel for families and 
gentlemen. Quiet bedrooms, with private bath-rooms 
adjoining, overlooking Gray’smn Gardens. Moderate 
tariff ; no charge for attendance. Best hotel garage 
in London, Telegrams: ‘ Firaytel, London.” 





Proprietors: GORDON HOTELS, LIMITED. 





L , 


In reply to a question in the House of Commons as to whether his 
attention had been called to the comments made at the Kettering 
County Court on the law of imprisonment for debt, Mr. McKenna 
said, “‘I am hoping to introduce legislation on the subject as soon as I 
have an opportunity.”’ 





lt is authoritatively announced that the draft report of the Royal 
Commission on Divorce and Matrimonial Causes has been circulated 
among the commisioners, who will meet next month to consider it. 
In consequence of the magnitude of the subject, their consideration of 
the report may take some considerable time. 


It is announced that the Home Secretary has appointed a com 
mittee to inquire into the law and practice with regard to (a) The 
constitution of juries and the conditions on which, in civil cases, a 
special jury is allowed ; (4) the qualifications and mode of selection of 
jurors; (c) the preparation of the jury lists and the summoning of 
jurors; (d) the conditions of jury service ; and to report what amend 
ments are necessary or desirable. The members of the committee ar: 
Lord Mersey (chairman); Mr. Ernley Blackwell, C.B., Assistant 
Under-Secretary of State; Mr. Tufnell Burchell, Acting Under-Sheriff 
for the County of London; Mr. Ellis W. Davies, M.P.; Mr. R. S. 
Gwynne, M.P.; Mr. English Harrison, K.C., chairman of the Genera! 
Council of the Bar; the Right Hon. Henry Hobhouse; his honour 
Judge Parry ; and Mr. Philip Snowden, M.P. Mr. Michael Heseltine, 
of the Home Office, is the secretary of the committee. and any com 
munications on the subject of the inquiry should be addressed to him 
at the Home Office, Whitehall, London. ~ 


: In this week’s agenda of the London County Council is, says the 
Times, an account of the visit of a deputation to the Home Secretary 
on the 17th of November to place before him the Council’s views on 
the report of the Royal Commission on the Care and Control of the 
Feeble-Minded. Mr. McKenna stated, in reply to the deputation, that 
he had in draft an Inebriates Bill, and also the heads of a Bill for 
dealing with the feeble-minded, both of which he trusted would become 
law in the next session of Parliament. In the last-named Bill, which 
would be compulsory and not adoptive, provision would be made for 
the care, after the age of sixteen, of feeble-minded children, and for 
the care of imbeciles. The Home Office were in agreement with the 
Council’s desire for the establishment of a central authority for the 
care and control of mentally defective persons of all ages. On the 
question of the treatment of inebriates, he foreshadowed legislation 
whereby magistrates would be enabled to commit an habitual inebriate 
to receive reformatory treatment. As regarded the establishment and 
maintenance of reformatories, he thought that assistance from the 
Treasury might reasonably be expected. 


In the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. Butcher asked the 
Attorney-General whether he had any official information to shew 
that a system of packing juries prevailed in the English Law Courts; 
and, if such official information existed, whether he would lay the 
papers relating thereto upon the table of the House. The Attorney- 
General said: I have no official information on the subject. I am 
aware that the question has been raised with regard to the selection 
and constitution of juries, and my right hon. friend, the Home 
Secretary, is about to appoint a Departmental Committee to inquire 
into the working of the jury system in the English Law Courts. Mr. 
Butcher asked whether the hon. gentleman had any information other 
than official as to packing juries. The Attorney-General said the 
original question had reference to official information. He was not 
quite clear what the hon. and learned member meant by packing 
juries. Packing in the ordinary sense there was certainly not. Mr. 
Butcher inquired to what the Chancellor of the Exchequer referred 
in his speech at Bath when he talked about juries. The Speaker : 
It is not for the Attorney-General to explain the speech at Bath. 
Mr. Bottomley asked whether the Attorney-General was aware that 
at least one judge of the King’s Bench Division was in the habit 
of instructing the associate of his court never to call on a licensed 
Victualler to serve on his jury. The Attorney-General said he was 
not aware of that. Mr. Bottomley said he would be pleased to give 
the name to the right hon. and learned gentleman. ; 





Royat Navat Coriecr, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for “ How to 
Become a Naval Officer” (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an_ illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and _Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvt.] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Reoistears 1n ATTENDANCE Ow 


Dat Eyvrremxscy Aprprat Court Mr.Justice 
ate. Rota. No, 2, oyor. Swinrew Eapy. 


Dec. 11 Mr Synge Mr Church Mr Greswell Mr Theed 
12 Goldschmidt Synge Beal Church 
Greswell Goldschmidt Borrer Synge 
Thursday ......... 14 Beal Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Friday .... oe Borrer Beal Farmer Freswell 
Saturday 16 Leach Borrer Bloxam Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. WarrinoTox, NEVILLE Pankea. Ever, 
Monday Dec. 11 Mr Leach Mr Gcldschmidt Mr Borrer Mr Bloxam 
Tuesday ......... 18 Farmer Greswell Leach Theed 
Wedresday Bloxam Beal Farmer Charch 
Thursday .. Theed Borrer Bloxam Svnge 
Fridav ..... Charch Leach Theed Goldschmidt 
Saturday Synge Farmer Church Greswell 


Mr. Justice 


Monday 
Tuesday .......9 
Wednesday...... 13 











. 7” * 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIvDAY, Dec. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Liwtrep In CHANoERY 

CASTILLA RUBBER PLANTATIONS, LTD—Petn for winding-up directed to be heard 
Nov 28, was adjourned and will be heard Dec12. Percy Rawle Gibbs, 12 & 13 
Henrietta st, Covent Garden, solorsfor the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above named not later than 6 o'clock in 'he afternoon of Dec 11. 

G. Witcox & Co. Lrp (IN VOLUNTARY I.1QUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 2 to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims. to Thomas Keens, 63, Queen Victoria st. Geo. & Wm. Webb, 3, Devonshire 
sq svlors to the liquidator. 

J. W. KENT AND NEWTON, LTD—Creditors are required. on or before Jan 6, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Messrs. 
Ashcroft, Maw & Shime 4d, 22, Clegg st, (:ldham, liquidator. 

KEARNEY HIGH SPEED RAILWAY Co, LTD—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 25, 
directed to be heard Dec 12. Dod & Co, Berners st, Oxford st, solors for the petnrs. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o’clock in the 
afternoon of Dec-11 

SAFETY BIoscopE SuppLIES Co, LTD—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 29, directed 
to be heard Dec 12. Montegu & Co, 5 and 6, Bucklersbury. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 11. 

SHERWOOD, Son & Co, Ltd—Creditors are required on or before Dec 23, to send their 
pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Alfred Slade, 9, Old Jewry chmbrs, liquidator 

SwAN CONFECTIONERY Co, LTD—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Oliver 
Sunderland, 15, Eastcheap, liquidator 

W*KELIN Bros, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 23, directed to be heard 
Dec 12. Jacksons & Co, 23, Coleman st, solors for the petars. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 11, 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lamitep tm Onanorry. 

A. WARD & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, cn or before Feb 28, to send their names 
ano addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to P. E. T. Thomas, 
104, High Holborn, liquidator. 

AsTon Cross Founpry, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 1, directed to be 
heard at the Court House, Corporation st, Birminham, Dec 14, at 10.80. Philip 
taker & Co,131, Steelhouse In, Birmingham ; Agents for Edward Lewis, Cardiff, solor 
for the petnr. No:ice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 13. 

C. McADAMS & Co, Lrp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 15, to send their names and addre-ses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick H. Ware, 7, Unity st, College Green, Bristol, liquidator. 

CORNISH GRAPHO LTD—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 12, to send in their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William Sloggett 
Stick, Par, Cornwall, liquidator. 

DILLEY, HoLwortHy & Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or bifore Jan 16, to rend 
their names and addres*es, ani the particuars of their debts or claims, to Albert 
E. Dalton, 16, Warwick st, Regent st, liquidator. 

Grrarpot & Co, Ltp (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 21, to 
send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
George R. Freeman, liquidator. 

Harry HEAP & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Robert Scholes, 
Silver st chmbrs, Bury, Lancashire, liquidator. 

Hott & Kirk, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 13, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Lewis Aspinall, 
Prudential Buildings, Union st, Oldham. Wiliam Lees, Oldham, solors to the 
liquidator. 

J. G. Ayers & Sons, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 14, to send their 
names aud addresses, and the particulars of their debts of claims, to Sidney Dudbridge, 
8, Lansdown, Stroud. ? 

METALLIC PAVING & ARTIFICIAL SToNE Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 16, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Fitzpatrick, 147, Leadenhall st. Williamson & Co, 13, Sherborne ln, solors to 
the liquidators e . 

SOUTHERN THEATRES, LTD.—Petn for winding up presented Nov 29, directed to be heard 
at the Guiidhall, Broad st, Bristol, oa Dec 20, at 11, Inskip & Son, 12, Smallst, 
Bristol, for W S & H H Sweet Escott, Cardiff, solors for the petnrs.. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 19 

Usumitep tv CHANcerry. 

RAMSGATE FISHING VESSEL MUTUAL SOCIETY.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
to Henay Hinds, 57, Queen st, Ramsgate, liquidator 
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Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 1. 
ARGYLL Press, Lip. 
VEDA BAKERIES, LTD. 
ALFRED SHEPHERD & Co, LTD. 
IMPROVED CHROME LEATHER Co, LTD. 
NOBLE, Reip & Son, Ltp. 
TINTERN MoTorR Co, LTp 
BoGNOR CRYSTAL AERATED WATERS, LTD. 
UNIVERSAL AVIATION Co, LTD, 
COWPER-COLES, ENGINEERING Co, LTD. 
RODOCANACHI, REYNOLDS & Co, LTD. 
APIAHY SYNDICATE, LTD. 
LIQUID SILVER SYNDICATE, LTp. 
XTRA SYNDICATE, LTD. 
CASTILLA RUBBER PLANTATIONS, LTD. 
Grrakpot & Co, Ltp. 
A. WARD & Co, Lrpb. 
c. F. Company, Ltp. 
Coracho, Lrp. 
Hvupson Bros. (LLANTRISANT) LTD. 
RicHARD Woop, Ltp. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 5. 
TIRYDAIL CoLLiEeRyY Co, LTD. 
RESTORMEL RoyAL IRON MINE, LtD. 
CLacton Jetry Co, Lrp. 
E. Evans & Co, Lip. 
CHINA TRUST AND TRADE® EXPLOITATION Society, Lp. 
LANCELOT TIN MINES, LTD. 
Rorrey PARK Dairy Co, LTD. 
CouLtas & Co, LTD. 
SABELLA Motor Car Co, LTp, 
CHALLIS Bros., LTD. 
Bett Motor Agency, Lrp. 
Crompton & F. A. FAWKES, LTD. 
ALLIANCE PETROLEUM Co, LTD. 
Reeves’ Bausu WorKS, Ltp. 
VALDA MARINE PROPULSION Co, LTD. 
LINNETTE BLINDS, LrD. 
BROWNCOMET (MALAY) RuspeR Estates, LTp. 
Hyorenic Boot Co (Carpirr), Ltp. 
CROWN LAND Society, LTp, 
MAISON ARTHUR,LTD. 
METALLIC PAVING AND ARTIFICIAL STONB Co, LTD. 
MAIKOP DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD. 
KUBAN VALLEY OIL FIELDS SYNDICA'‘R, LTD 
DEWSBURY AND BATLEY BILLPosTine Co, LTp. (Reconstruction) 
DILLEY, HoLwortuy & Co, Lrp. 
G. McADAMs & Co, Ltp 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Dec, 12,—Mesers. Wearneratt & Garey, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Site, | 


Leasebola Ground Rents, and Freehold Town Residence (see advertisement, back 
page, Nov 25). 
ec. 14.--Mesars. Depennam, Tawson, Riconarpson & Co,, at the Mart at 2: Free- 
hold Properties (tee advertisement, page iii., Dec. 2). 
Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Lire Inrexesrs, Pourcres, &c,. 

Mesers, H. E. Foster & Cranrietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale of these 
interests, at the Mart, on Thursday last, when the following Lots were sold at the 
prices mentioned, making a total of £16,880 :— 

Lot 2, £620; Lot 3, £1800; Lot 4, £2,125; Lot 5, £2,670; Lot 7, £2,370 ; Lot 8, £900; 
Lot 9, £455; Lot 13, £2,550; Lot 14, £740; Lot 15, £1,370; Lot 20, £725; Lot 23, £480; 
Lot 43, £75—£16,880. 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery, 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fatpar, Dac. 1, 


Gotpsese, Morais, Fort st, Spitalfields, Dealer in Fars Jan 11 London County and 
Westminster Bank v Goliberg, Swinfen Eady, J Raphael & Co, Moorgate st 

Sawveer, Caaries Rowe, Hove, Sussex, Solicitor Sen 9 Smiles v Sawyer and Charles 
Hoare & Co v 8miler, Joyce, J Yates, Bedford row 

Tuomas, Curreriwe, 8t Leonards on Sxa Jan 5 Thomas v Thomas, Joyc3,J James 
Merthyr Tydfil . e 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—FRipay, Dec. 1. 
ATKINS, FLORENCE, Eastbourne Jan 15 Stapley, Eastbourne 


| BADMAN, Louisa Brown, Portsmouth Dec 29 Hatten & Co, Gravesend 
| BEVAN, ESTHER JANE SHERWELL, Addison gdns Dec 23 Withers & Co, Arundel at 
| BonD, MaTILDA,Cheltenham Jan 10 Seeley & Son, South sq, Gray's inn 


BOULTON, SARAH, Eastbourne Jan10 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq, Clerkenwell 


| BRABY, FREDERICK, Teddington, Ironmaster Jan1 Braby & Waller, Arundel st 
| BRIDGE, GEORGE EDWARD, Bournemouth, Pharmaceutical Chemist Dec 29 Bone, 


Bournemouth 

BROOK.S1'HOMAS, Greetland, nr, Halifax, Yorks, Waste Dealer Jan 1 Longbotham & 
Sons, Halifax 

Bounanes, The Rt Hon THOMAS RysuRN, South tt, Parkin Jan 6: Druces & Attlee 
silliter sq . 

CAMPBELL, ALEXANDER DUGALD, Palace Gardenster Jan 1 Baxter & Co, Victoria st 

CLAYTON, THOMAS, Coleham Green, Butcher Jan 7 Woodoridge & Sona, Uxbridge 


| CLINCH, WILLIAM, Rosherville, Northfleet,;Kent Dec 24 Tolehurst, Gravesend 


CoATES, ANN, Leeds Dec 23 Hewson & Co, Leeds 

De REUTER, IDA MARIE WLIZABETH CLEMENTINE Baroness, Chesham pl, Jan 9 
Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 

DRYER MARTHA EMILY Gorleston, Suffolk Jan15 Reeve & Mayhew, Lowestoft 

DYER, ARCHIBALD JAMES, Lowestoft, Engincer Jan 15 Reeve & Mayhew, Lowestoft 

Dyson, JosuHvua, Wetherby, Yorks Dec13 Oram, Buxton 

EVEN, WILLIAM MORRISON , Cullercoats, Northumberland Jan 3 Molineux & Sinton, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

EVANS, ROBERT HENRY, Ruabon, Denbigh Dec 15 Evans, Chester 

FREEMAN, JOSEPH, Birmingham Dec 31 Cohen & Slater, Birmingham 

GARBETT, JOHN, Crynant,Glam Dec 31 Whittingham & David, Neath 

GARLAND, GEORGINA Moss, Baker st Dec 30 Coldham & Birkett, Clement's Inn 

GIBSON, ROBERT, Stretford, Lancaster Jan 11 Lambert & Smith, Mancuwester 

GREEN. FRANK, Irlam,nr Manchester Jan2 Bowden, Manches er 

HARBERTON, The Right Hon FLORENCE WALLACE VISCOUNTESS, Onsloweq Jan 12 
Collison & Co, Be.iford row 


| HARTLEY, OLIVER HEYWooD, Ilkley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer Jap 12 Stephenson 


Lecds 

HINDE, THOMAS, Liscard, Chester Dec 21 Read & Brown, Liverpool 

INGHAM, JOHN, Mill Bank Triangle, nr Halifax, Yorks Jan 1 Longbotham & Son, 
Halifax 

JAcoB, AUGUSTUS HAMILTON, Bournemouth Dec15 Thompson, Bournemouth 

JONES, HENRY RATHBONE, Hockley, Birmingham, Button Manufacturer Jan2 Wright 
& Marshall, birmingham 

JonES, WILLIAM, Munsley, Hereford Dec 30 R & C B Masefield, Ledbury 

LEWIS, JANE, Southampton Janil7 Paris & Co, Southampton 

LusBY, SARAH ANN, Heaton Chapel, Lancaster vec 18 Brown & Co, Norfolk st 

MILLS, EMILY ANN, Carlyle eq, Chelsea Jan 12 W H & A G Herbert, Cork st,j Bur- 
lington gdns 


| NAU, PHILIP SAMPSON, Fore st av, General Merchant. Dec 30 Snow & Co, Gt St 


Tho:nas Apostle 

PARSONS, HENRY GEORGE TEMPLER, Bangalore, Mysore, India Jan 1 Spyer & Sons, 
Austin Friars 

PARSONS, WILLIAM HENRY, Torquay Dec 30 Smith & Son, Andover 

PHILLIPS, CLAUDE LLEWELLYN THORLEY, Nutharst, Sussex Jan 1 Reader & Co 
Coleman st 

RABY, JOHN, Paignton, Devon Dec 31 Wood, Torquay 

REYNOLDS, WILLIAM, Croydon, Assurance Superintendent Dec 31 Avery & Wolverson, 
New Cross rd 

ROPERTSON, ARTHUR, Thursley, Godalming, Surrey Dec 20 Gregson, St James's st 

RUSSELL, JoHN, Southampton Jan1l Wood & Co, Walbrook 

SAVAGE, HERBERT EDWARD, Folkestone Jan 12 Hall, Folkestone 

SILVESTER, CAROLINE FRANCES, Wirtemberg st, Clapham Dec 25 Gibbs & Co, East- 
cheap 

SNUSHALL, SARAH ANN, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridge Dec 16 Southwell & Dennis, Wis- 

bech 

SOMERS, ALEXANDER CHARLES CROFTON, Manchester, Solicitor Dec 24 Aston & Co, 
Manchester 

SUTCLIFFE, THOMAS, Elland, Yorks, Cotton Doubler Dec 21 Bastide, Halifax 

TILLEY, BENJAMIN WALLINGTON, Newport, I of W, Draper Jan 17 Baldwin & Co, 
Clitheroe 

Voss, THOMAS GABRIEL, Roseberry gdus, West Ealing Jan 1 Mayo & Co, Drapers’ 
gdns 

W AINHOUSE, ELIZA, Salford, Lancaster Dec 23 Dunderdale & Co, London Wall 

WARDEN, CAROLINE EMMA, Gosforth, Cumberland Jan 31 Burch & Co, Spring gdns 

WARE, MARY CLEMENTINA HIBBERT, Southport Jan 1 Jellicorse & Bates, Man- 
chester 

WHITE, ABIGAIL MorIsonN, Brighton Jan 30 East, Basinghall st 

WHITESIDE, JULIA, Brechin pl, South Kensington Dec 16 Drury & Co, Leyton, 
Essex 

WILLIAMS, GEORGE WILLIAM, King’s Lyon Jan 8 Fraser & Woodgate, Wisbech 

WILLOX, KATHERINE Hosack, Liverpool Jan15 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 


| YEARNSHIRE, HENRY, Alnmouth, Northumberland, Joiner Jan8 Douglas, Alnwick 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATE STHRUAT, LOnNYPowm, 


ESTABLISHED in 890. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—-LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL 





LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ang supervision of the Corporation. 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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INSURANCE 


No. 114, Chancery Lane, 





SOCIETY Lr, 
London, W.C. 





BON DS—The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 
Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. Burglary. 


Domestic Servants. 


Fidelity Guarantee. 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 
Third Party. Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esgq., J.P., Chasrman (f. rmerly of Johnson, Rayrcnd-Rarker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice- Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk Hovse, Thames Embankment. 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 

H. D. BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

L, C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), coln's Inn Fields. 

se hit _—. CHURCH, — (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 

F.E REBROTH EE, Bog. (Fiadgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 

nanny ‘LEvEVEE FARRER (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

B 8. ~ — ee Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 
Westuring 


c, W.@ GRAHAM Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
W. A. T HALLO . (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
EDWIN HART, ay Bua, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. 

E, CARLETON H 5 Faq Carleton Holmes, Son, & 7, Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD SAME - (Gwynne Jumes & Son), Hereford. 

HARRY W. ae “ sy & Lee), The ctuary, Westminster, 
DILLON R. L. LO , (Lo —y & - . — Gardens. 

FREDERICK ‘STUART MORGAN, Esq. ( & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


aa * a rd NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 
minster. 

WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 

RONALD PEAKE, (Peake, "Bird, Collins & a Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS ei, Esq. (Morrell, Fon & Peel), Oxford, 

em Roy (Rawle Johnstone & Co. ), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER tage inier, Heaton & & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. 

GEORGE L. STEW Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hor. LORD re EDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq, (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R, W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street. 


E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq, (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 





E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Temple Bar House, Fleet Street. 





SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


his Society, consequent on its close connection ye cnqestense of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, INVITES 
0. 


Thi 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO 
mess on the most favourable terms. It enjoys the highest reputation 


ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 
for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. Prospectuses and Proposal 


Forms and full information may be bed at the Society’s Office, The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


offered to the Po! 


licvy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 








London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 5, 


ALLEN, HENRY, Manchester Dec 16 Scholes & Farrington, Manchester 

ANDERSON, ALEXANDER WILLIAM, Hanover sq Jan16 Murray & Co, BirchinIn 

BAILEY, NOAH, Dawley, Salop, Shoemaker Dec 30 Holmes, Oakengates 

BINGHAM, ELLEN, Ashton under Lyne Dec16 Hurst & Hewitt, Ashton under Lyne 

BLAKE, GEORGE PHILLIPS, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchgster, Traveller Dec 16 Scholes | 
& Farrington, Manchester 

BonyettT, JOHN, Ashwell, Hertford Dec 30 Wortham & Co, Royston, Herts 

BRAYNE, EMMA CHARLOTTE, Botley, Hants Dec 31 Ranger & Co, Fenchurch st 

BRowN, GEORGE HENRY, Liverpool Dec 30 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 

BUCKLEY, JAMES FREDERIC, Saddleworth, Yorks Jin 9 Taylor & Buckley, Ashton 
under Lyne 

BUTTERFIELD, MARY, Lightcliffe Dec31 Barber & Jessop, Brighouse 

CLARK, HARRIETT, Bristol Jan 27 Sinnott & Son, Bristol 

CLUBLEY, ELIZABETH, Easington, Yorks Jan3 Stickney & Barton, Hull 

CorraM, ELIZABETH, Southport Jan13 Mawdsley & Hadfield, Southport 

DENNYS, FANNY JULIA, Maidstone Jan10 Ballard, Cliffords inn 

FLKEIN, CHARLES MITTON, St Leonards on Sea Jan 22 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq | 

ELKIN, ELIZA JAN&, South Croydon Jan 22 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbary sq | 

FosTeR, ADELAIDE CAROLINE, West Kirby, Chester Jan 1 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

GROVES, JOHN JAMES, Amersham grove, New Cross, T cket Collector Dec2l Preston, | 
Bishopsgate 

HARRIS, F LIZABETH, Rock Ferry Dec 30 Hosking, Liverpool | 

HILL, SARAH, Erdington, Birmingsxam Jané Walker & Meek, Birmingham 

HoDDINOTT, EDWARD, Bristol, Dairyman Jan 1 Anstey, Brislol 


| HOLME, ELLEN, Clitheroe, Lancs Jan 5 Holme, Clitheroe 
| HOWARD, MARTHA, Birkdale, Lancs Jan12 Mawdsley & Hadfield, Southport 


HOWARTH, ANN, Ormskirk Jan17 Livesey, Preston 
Hurst, ELIZABETH Jones, Winchester Jan 10 Russell & Co, Norfolk st 
JARDINE, DAVID, Woolton, nr Liverpool Dec 30 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 


| KEATE, CHARLES ROBERT, Hampton Court Palace April 1 Fisher, Lincoln’s inn 


fi-Ids 
KENT, WALTER, Chippenham, Farmer Dec 20 Bendall & Sons, Newmarket 
LAMAORAPT, CHARLES, Upton Pyne, Devon, Market Gardener Dec 30 Brown, Excter 
McCoRELE, ELIZABETH, Southport Dec18 Bridg-, Wigan 
MooN, ARTHUR LOVERING, Neath, Glam, Dentist Jan 10 Moon, Kingston, Surrey 
ORMEROD, HANS®N, Rathgar, Dublin Feb 1 Ayrton, Brighouse 
PERKIN, CHARLOTTE, St Leonards on Sea Jan 5 Lewis, Essex st, Strand 
SANDEMAN, FLEETWOOD, Frensham, Surrey Mar 1 Surman & Co, Lincoln's inn 
fields 


| SopER, WILLIAM EpWARD, Linden gr, Nunhead Jan 2 E & J Mote, South sq, Gray's 


ion 


| Story, JosePH Rospert Jan 4 Hendry, New sq 


TAYLOE, MARY, Macaulay ri, Clapham Common Dec 30 Tatham & Lousada, Old 
Broad st 

TAYLOR, EMANUEL, Lightcliffe, nr Halifax Jan10 Pickles, Halifax 

Topp, EMMA E.iza, Aldensley road, Hamme:smith Jau 5 Kinch & Richardson, 
Chancery In 

TOUZEL, MARY, Ruthin, Denbigh Jan6 Austin & Austin, Clement's inn 

TYLER, SARAH, Nottingham Jan 6 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 

WALTER, ANNIE, Broadstairs, Kent Jan 1 Trotter & Patterson, Victoria st 

WRIGHT, MARY ANN, Walsall Febl Evans, Wa'sall 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov 28. 
‘RECEIVING ORDERS, 

ANDREWS, ALBERT ATHERWIN, Hereford, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Hereford Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 25 

BAILEY, ARTHUR HENRY, Surbiton, Surrey, Publican, 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Novv3 Ord Nov 

BAYLiss, FRaNK, Grosmont, lf Victualler Here- 
ford Pet Nov 23 Ord No 

BELL, SIDNEY, Lavender hill, + Junction, Solicitor 
Wandsworth Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 23 

BoWDEN, WILLIAM, Crewkerne, Grocer Yeovil Pet Nov 
24 Ord Nov 24 

CANHAM, WILLIAM, West Hartlepool, Mester Painter 
Sunderland Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2 

Davison, HENRY JOCELYN, Bexhill etna: Pet Nov 1 


ov 23 
DIXON, ROBERT, Greencroft, nr Lanchester, Durham, Far- 
mer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Noy 23 Ord Nov 23 
DRAKE, GERALD SAMUEL, Gillingham, Ket, Clothier 
Northampton Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
EVERITT, LEONARD oy Kingston rd, Raynes Park, 
— oa don Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 
Frio, L, Bath st, City rd, Bag Manufacturer High Court 
Pet Nov ll ‘Ord Noy 24 





GRAINGER, HENRY WILLIAM, Southend on Sea, Bui der 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

GREENE, REGINALD, Plaistow rd, West Ham, Confectioner 
High Court Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 24 

HARGREAVES, EDGAR, New Broad st High Court Pet 
Sept 9 Ord Nov 24 

JACKSON, DACRE a, en Dale, York High 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 24 

JonrES, JOHN THOMAS, Hereford, Builder Hereford Pet 
Novi13 Ord Nov 25 

LIGHTBOWN, RICHARD JAMES, Blackpool, Tailor Prestoa 
Pet t Nov 17 Ord Nov z3 

MICHELL, THOMAS BAWDEN, Redruth, Cornwal', Commer- 
cial Traveller Traro Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

MORRIS, NORMAN STREETER, Canterbury, Baker Canter- 
bury Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

OLIVER, JAMES DRYDEN, Darlington, Durham, Builder 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

OLIVER, RICHARD, Ripoa, Yorks, Cycle Agent North- 
allerton Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 24 

PARRY, SIDNEY COLSTON, Bristol, Tailor Bristol Pet 
Novll Ord Nov 23 

PARSONS, FRED, Southend on Sea, Photographer Chelms- 
ford Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Pieg, ANDREW RALEIGH, Royston, Herts, Nurseryman 
Cambridge Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

PREECE, WILLIAM, Shrewsbury, Cattle Dealer Shrews- 
bury Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 





PURKIS, CLAUDE WILLIAM Lortus, Linton, Cambs Cam- 
bridge Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 25 

Ros3, CHARLES GILROY, Taplow, Bucks Windsor Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Nov 25 

RUSSELL, ARTHUR, Craven st, Strand, Accountant High 
Court Pet May 12 Ord Nov 23 

Scott, MARY, Herne Bay, Kent Canterbury Pet Nov 23 
Ord Nov ‘93 

STAUB, HENRY FREDERICK, Euston rd, Furniture Dealer 
High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 23 

WAKEFIELD, HENRY, Kn iresborough, Yorks, Tailor York 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

WARD, FREDERICK CousINS, Hastings Hastings Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

WATFORD, FREDERICK CHARLES, East Grinstead, Butcher 
‘Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

WRAITH, FRECKLETON, Bradford, Advertising Agent 
Bradford Pet \ov 24 Ord Nov 24 

WYATT, FREDERICK EvwWiIN, Eastney, Portsmouth, 
Furniture Remover Portmouth Pet Nov 22 Ord 
Nov 22 r 
Amended Notices substituted for those published in 

the London Gazette of Nov. 24,1911: 


HAWKINS, WALTER EDWIN, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 20 

JACKA, WILLIAM HENRY, Bristol, Tobaczo Dealer Bristol 
Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 21 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 


ARTHURTON, ARTHCR WILLIAM, Port Dinorwic, Carnar 
von, Laundryman Dc 7 at 3 The British Hotel, 
Bangor 

SAILEY, ARTHUR HENRY, Surbiton, Surrey, Publican 
Dec 6 at l2 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

BARNETT, ERNEST E, Liverpool Dec6ati1l Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

BELL, SYDNEY, Lavender hill, Clapham Junction, Solicitor 
Dee 6at 11.30 132, York rd, Weaminster Bridge rd 

BLAKEMAN, THOMAS, Bristol, Commission Agent Dec 6 
at 11.30 Uff Rec, Bristol 

BOWDEN, WILLIAM, Crewkerne, Grocer Dec 6 at 12.45 
Of Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

BRISTOW, WILLIAM, Worcester, Grocer's Assistant 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

CANDELAND, CHARL#S Henry, Liverpool, Licensed Victu- 
aller Dec6 atil2 Off Rec, 25, Victoria st, Liverpool 

DAVIES, ALFRED MORRIS, Abertillery, Grocer Dec at 
11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

DAVIRS, DAVID EMLYN, Lampeter, Cardigao, Tailor 
6 at 12.30 Off Kec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

DAVISON, HENRY JOCELYN, Bexhill Dec 6 at3 
124, Mariborough pl, Brighton 

Dixon, Ropert, Greencroft, Lanchester, Durham, Farmer 
bec S8atilt Off Rec, 30, Moseley st, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

FELD, L, Bath st, City rd, Bag Manufacturer 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GREENER, REGINALD, Plaistow rd, West Ham, Confectioner 
Dec 7 atill Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HARGREAVES, Epa ir, New Broad st Dec 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HouLINGworTH, JOHN 
Journeyman Joiuer 
Manchester 

JACKSON, DACRE, WOFFENDEN, Clifton Dale, York Dec 8 
at | Bankruptcy bidgs, Cirey st 

KNIGHT-REVEL, JOHN, Stoke under Ham, Somerset Dec 7 
at 2 The Three Choughs Hotel, Yeovil 

NIGHTALL, WILLIAM, Cambridge, Boot Repairer 
12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

NouR!I, GHOLAM HUSS&IN KHAN, Hale, Cheshire, Foreign 
Correspondent Dec 6 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

PARKER, ARTHUR PERCY, Burnley, Electrical 
Dec 7 ati Off Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

PEARSON, SIDNEY, Stockport, Cheshire Dec 8 at 11 
Rec, 6, Vernou st, Stockport 

PREECE, WILLIAM, Shrewsbury, Cattle Dealer 
2.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

RUSSELL, ARTHUR, Craven st, Strand, Acc »untant 
atll Bankruptcy bidga, Carey st 

SAWYER, GEORGE LORD, Birmingham, Dairyman 
11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
ham 

SENIOR, FRED, Seffield, Boot Maker 
Figtree ln, Shetfield 


Dec 


Off Rec, 


Dec 7 at 1 


Sat 12 


HENRY, Tintwistle, 
Dec 6at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Dec 6 at 


Engineer 
Off 
Dec 9 at 
Dec 6 


Dec 6 at 
Birmirg 


Dec6at12 Off Rec, 


SPENCER, EBENEZER.JOSEPH, Nottingham, Butcher Dec 6 


at ll 

SPRAKE, GEORGE, Weston super Mare, Builder 
11.45 Off Rec, Bristol 

STAUB, HENRY FREDERICK, Euston rd, Furniture Dealer 
Dec 6atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WARK? FIELD, HENRY, Knaresborough, Tailor Dee 6 at 2.0 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

WARD, FREDERICK COUSINS, Hastings Dec 6 at 2.30 
Rec, 12A, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

WATFORD, FREDERICK CHARLES, East Grinstead, Butcher 
Dec 7 at 2.30 Off Rec, 124. Marlborough pl, Brighton 

WRAITH, FRECKLEION, Bradford, Advertising Agent 
Dec7atll Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

WYATT, FREDERICK Epwin, Eastney, Portsmouth 
Furniture Remover Vee7at3 Off Rec, Cambridze 
jnct, High st, Portsmouth 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 

the London Gazette, Nov, 24 : 

WILKINSON, CHARLES, Mirfield, Mill Manager Dec 2 at 

iz Uff Rec, Bankchmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 


ADJU DICATIONS, 

ADAMS, HERBERT UNDERWOOD, Alton, Hants, Builder 
Winchester Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 22 

AINSLEY, LAUCHLIN MICHAEL LOTHIAN, and WASHINGTON 
AINSLEY, Alnwich, Northumberland, General Mer- 
chants Neweastle upon Tyne Pet Oct 20 Ord 
Novy 22 

BAILEY, ARTHUR 
Kingston, surrey 


Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, No tingnam 


Dee 6 at 


on 


Henry, Surbiton, Surrey, Publican 


Pet Nov23 Ord Nov 25 


Dec 6 


Bank- 


Cheshire | 


BAYLIS, FRANK, (Grosmont, ‘Mon, Licensed Victualler 

| Hereford Pet Nov 23 OrdNov23 ° 

30WDEN, WILLIAM, Crewkerue, Grocer Yeovil Pet Nov 
24 Ord Nov 24 

CAMPION, :JOHN THoMAS HENRY, Southam, Warwick, 
Commission Agent Warwick Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 25 

CANDELAND, CHARLES HENRY, Liverpool, Licensed 
Victualler Liverpool Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 23 

CANHAM, WILLIAM, West Hartlepool, Master Painter 
Sanderland Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 24 

DE NEUT, HENRI, Cowley rd, Brixton High Court Pet 
Aug 15 Ord Nov 24 

DIXON, ROBERT, Greencroft, nr Lanchester, Durham, 
Farmer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 


23 

DRAKE, GERALD SAMUEL, Gillingham, Kent, Clothier 
Northampton Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

——~" nee, Lancaster gt High Court Pet Ang 28 
Ord Nov 24 

EVEtITT, LEONARD EpGAR, Kingston rd, Raynes Park, 
Ironmonger Croyjioa Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 

FOx-PITT, ST GEORGE LANR, Glebe pl, Chelsea High Court 
Pet Aug 16 Ord Nov 24 

GRAINGER, HENRY WILLIAM, Southend on Sea, Builder 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

HENDERSON, J HEDL¥Y, Brockley, Kent Pet 
Mar 21 Ord Nov 24 

LIGHTBOWN, RICHARD JAMES,;Blackpool, Tailor Preston 
vet Nov17 Ord Nov 23 

MCALLISTER, HENRIETTA, ANN KERR 
MARY MCALLISTER Harrogate, Yorks 
Oct 14 Ord Nov 23 

MANS&L, ADA ALICE, Stockport 


Nov 24 


Greenwich 


MCALLISTER, and 
York 


Leeds Pet Nov10 Ord 


MICHELL, THOMAS BAWDEN, Redruth, Cornwall, Commer. | 


Traro Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

MORI, ALFRED, St James's st, Westminster, Secretary 
High Court Pet Sept 22 Ord Nov 24 

MORRIS, NORMAN STREETER, Canterbary, Baker Canter- 
bury Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 24 

MoRSE, CHARLES JOHN, Davies st, Berkeley sq High 
Courdb Pet Aug 18 Ord Nov 24 

OLIVER, JAMES DRYDEN, Darlington, Builder 
fees Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

OLIVER, RICHARD, Ripopv, Yorks," Cycle Agent North- 
allerton Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

P\ RSONS, FRED. Southend on Sea, Photographer Chelms- 
ford Pet Nov23 Ord Nov 23 

Pica, ANDREW RALEIGH, Royston, Herts, Nurseryman, 
Cambridge Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 25 

PREECE, WILLIAM, Shrewsbury, Salop, Cattle Dealer 
Shrewsbury Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

REGAL, MICHAEL JAMES, Albemarle st, Piccadilly High 
Court Pet Ang2 Ord Nov 24 

SCRIVEN, EUGENE GEORGE /EuN, Goldhawk rd, Hammer- 
smith HighCourt Pet Sept8 Ord Nov 23 

Scott, MARY, Herne Bay Canterbury Pet Nov.23 Ord 
Nov 23 

SUNNUCKS, STANLEY LLoyp, St, James's pl, Company 
Promoter Hicsh Court Pet Aug17 Ord Nov 23 

TORNER, EDWIN ALEXANDER, Bucklersbury High Court 
Pet Sept 14 Ord Nov 23 

WAKEFIELD, HENRY, Knaresborough, Tailor York 
Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

WAR v, FREDERICK CovSINS, ‘Hastings 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

WATFORD, FREDERICK CHARLES, East Grinstead, Butcher 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

WRAITH, FRECKLETON, Thornbury, Bradford, Advertising 
Agent Bradford Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

WYATT, FREDERICK EDWIN, Eastney, Portsmouth, Furni- 
ture Remover Portsmouth Pet Nov22 Ord Nov 22 

WYNNE, REGINALD, Winchester House, Old Broad st 
High Court Pet June 30 Ord Nov 24 


cial Travellor 


Stockton on 


Pet 


Hastings Pet 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bassyetr, Warsow, Askam in Furness, Lancs, Clogger 
Barrow in Furness Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 ' 
Bentciey, Beor J F, Throgmorton avy High Court Pet 
Sept 5 Ord Nov 28 

Birsox, Artuur Jonx, Northampton, Cabinet Maker 
Northampton Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Buiann, Jouxn Eaxest, Trowbridge, Wilts, Tailor’s Cutter 
Leeds Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 

Bowmer, Georor WitiiaM, Nottingham, Plain Net Manu- 
facturer Nottingham Pet Nov21 Ord Nov 24 





202nd Year of the Office. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World 
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Capsad (rom Policy dated LMR 


Law Courts Branch: 40, 


SUN 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 
lasurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
BURGLARY, 
| PLATE GLASS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A, W. COUSINS, District Manager 





Pet | 





Braviey, Grorce, Eastborough, Scarborough, Grocer 
Scarborough Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Buxy, Peter Covtsoyx, Lombard st, Com Prom 
High Court Pet Sept9 Ord Nov2 

Buxtox, James, Bolsover, Derby, Cycle Dealer Chesterfield 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 23 

Cautiey, Jonny Buatox, Kingston upon Hull, Medical 
Practitioner Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 28 Onj 
Nov 28 

Currrixetoy, Witttam Henry, Rayleigh, Essex, Coach 
Builder Chelmeford Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 29 

Cuarke, Samvst Jonn, Wood st, Warehouseman High 
Court Pet Novy 27 Ord Noy 27 

Cross, Jous, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Merchant King. 
ston upon Huil Pet Novl4 Ord Noy 28 

Dats, Groros, Grantham, Lincs, Mineral Water Manu. 
facturer Nottingham Pet Novy 28 Ord Novy 28 

Danis, James, Red Post, Somerset, Farmer 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 23 

Duckworts, Peacivat Suraers, Bury, Lanes, Solicitor 
Bolton Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov %5 

Gate, Josxen, Taxford, Nottingham, Draper Lincola 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Jounsox, Tuomas Baker, St Swithin’s In 
Pet Oct 3 Urd Noy 28 

Loptos, Wriuiam and Acrarp Lurtow, Danston, Lincoln, 
Wheelwrights Lincoln Fret Nov 29 Ord Noy 29 

McGuer, Hereert, Camberwell New rd, Variety Artist 
High Court Pet Noy 29 Ord Nov 29 

Menors, Groner, Hove, Sussex, Professor of Music 
Brighton Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 27 

Moos, Taomas Hersert, Upper Long Ditton, Surrey, 
Farmer Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 2s 


Bath 


High Court 


| Netty, Ropeet, Rosert Wittram Neti, and Avan Nett, 


Lower Broughton, Salford, Lancs, Builders Salford 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Newmay, Bert, Ilford, Eesex, Electrician Chelmsford 
Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 27 

Parker, Artuur Currrorp, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, 
Butcher Wells Pet Nov 2 O:d Nov 27 

Parker, Cuagies Hexseat, His Majesty’s Prison, Koute- 
ford, Chester, Drysalter Manchester Pet Nov. 19 
Ord Novy 29 

tarnpow, Jesse Ricwarp, Nottingham, Grocer Notting- 
ham Pet Nov 29 Ord Noy 29 

SaackuetTox, Josern Artsaur, Rotherham, Journeyman 
Painter Sheffield Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Srpatpixe, Joszern Wiiiiam, Paiace Yard, Worcester, 
Picture Frame Dealer Worcester Pet Novy 25 Ord 
Nov 25 

Tarr, Tuomas Groroe, Tiverton, Devon, Wine Merchant 
Exeter Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Tuomas, Grorce Aux, Charch Stretton, Salop, Iron- 
monger’s Assistant Shrewsbury Pet Nov 29 Ord 
Nov 29 

TinpaL, Hewaretta Mart, Hordle, Southampton South- 
ampton Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 28 

Tonkin, Ricuaro Hotmes, Tregoney, Cornwall, Builder 
Truro Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Tovey, Benxsamin, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet Nov 29 
Ord Nov 29 

Turttsxa, Joseru, Worksop, Collier Sheffield Pet Nov 29 
Ord Nov 29 

Weuay, Antraosy, Sale, Chester, Painter Manchester 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Wituey, Caarces, Hormead rd, Westbourne Park, Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet Nov 37 Ord Nov 27 

Witsow, Erxest Wacter,and Hasotp Wis0on, Kingston 
upon Hull, Stonemasons Kingston upon Hull Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 21 
Cuarux, Neti Cataertwne, Taplow, Bucks Windsor 
Pet Aug 25 Ord Nov 18 





wit WILLIAMS BOX deceased. 


Pursuant to the Act of Parliament of the 22nd and 
23rd Vic. Cap. 36, intituled “‘ An Act to farther amend 
the Law of Property and to relieve Trustees * 

Notice is hereby given that all Creditors and other 
persons having any debts claims or demands upon or 
against the Estate of William Williams Box late 
Number 28 Great James Street, Bedford Row and 
Number 3 Lyndhurst Gardens, Hampstead and pooviousy 
of 1 Caen Terrace, Hampstead Lane, Hig al 
Number 46 (formerly Number 30) Lamboille Road, Belsize 
Park, Hampstead, all in the County of London, Solicitor 
(who died at Number 3 Lyndhurst Gardens, Hampstead 
aforesaid on the 28:h day of June 1911 and Probate of 
whoze Will was granted out of the Principal Registry of 
the Probate Division of the High Court of Justice on the 
9th day of September 1911 to Mra Mabel Box the Widow 
of the said deceased and Walter Maskell of 7 John Street, 
Bedford Row, in the County of London, Solicitor) are 
hereby required to send in writing the particulars of 
their debts claims and demands to the undersigned the 
Bolicitors of the said £xecutors on or before the 6th day 
of January 1912. And notice is hereby also given that 
at the expiration of the la:t mentioned day the said 
Executors will proceed to distribute the assets of the 
said deceased amongst the parties entitled thereto having 
regard only to the claims of which the said Executors 
have then had notice and that the said Executors will 
not be liable for the said assets or any part thereof 80 
distributed to any person of whose claim the Executors 
have not had notice at the time of distribution. 

Dated this Sih os December 1911. 
WALTER SKELL & NISBET, 
of 7 John Street, Bedford Row, in the 
Solicitors to the said Executors, 
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